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MONDAY,  MAY  16,  1960 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

W ashing  ton,  D.G. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10 :20  a.m.,  in  room  1310, 
New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley  (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Cooley,  Poage,  Grant,  Gathings,  Aber- 
nethy,  Albert,  Thompson,  Jones  of  Missouri,  Hagen,  Matthews,  Coad, 
Breeding,  Hogan,  Levering,  Hoeven,  Mclntire,  Dixon,  Teague  of 
California,  Quie,  Pirnie,  and  Latta. 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  Hyde  H.  Murray,  as¬ 
sistant  clerk;  John  J.  Heimburger,  counsel;  and  Francis  M.  LeMay, 
consultant. 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  please  be  in  order. 

We  have  before  us  this  morning  H.R.  10876,  which  I  introduced, 
and  H.R.  10974,  introduced  by  Dr.  Dixon  of  Utah. 

(H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974  follow:) 

[H.R.  10S76,  86th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized 
appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions 

Be  it  enacted  t>y  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935, 
as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  329),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete  endowment  and  support 
of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  entitled  to  the  benefits  of 
the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several  States  and  Terri¬ 
tories  which  may  provide  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic 
arts,’  approved  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (7  U.S.C.  301-328), 
there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  annually,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the  following  amounts : 

“(a)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $7,650,000 ;  and 

“(b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $4,300,000. 

“The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  shall  be  paid  annu¬ 
ally  to  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in  equal  shares.  The  sums  appro¬ 
priated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (b)  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated 
in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  and  shall  be  allotted  and  paid  annually  to  each 
of  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in  the  proportion  to  which  the  total  popu¬ 
lation  of  each  State  and  Puerto  Rico  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States  and  Puerto  Rico  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding  decennial  census. 
Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums 
appropriated  or  authorized  under  such  Act  of  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented,  and  shall  be  applied  only  for  the  purposes  of  the  colleges  defined  in 
such  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The  provisions  of  law  applicable  to 
the  use  and  payment  of  sums  under  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  apply  a  portion 
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of  the  proceeds  of  the  public  lands  to  the  more  complete  endowment  and  support 
of  the  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts  established 
under  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862,’  approved 
August  30,  1890,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  apply  to  the  use  and  pay¬ 
ment  of  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section.” 


[H.R.  10974,  86th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized 
appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  of  June  29, 
1935,  as  amended  June  12,  1952  (Public  Law  390,  Eighty-second  Congress),  be 
further  amended  as  to  section  22,  to  read  as  follows  : 

“Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete  endowment  and  support 
of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  entitled  to  the  benefits 
of  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several  States  and  Ter¬ 
ritories  which  may  provide  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  and  the  me¬ 
chanic  acts,’  approved  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (U.S.C.,  title 
7,  secs.  301-328;  Supp.  VII,  sec.  304),  there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  annually,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  the  following  amounts : 

“(a)  For  the  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $7,650,000 ;  and 

“(b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  following  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  and 
for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $4,300,000. 

“The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  shall  be  paid  an¬ 
nually  to  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in  equal  shares.  The  sums  appro¬ 
priated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (b)  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated 
in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  and  shall  be  allotted  and  paid  annually  to  each 
of  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in  the  proportion  to  which  the  total 
population  of  each  State  and  Puerto  Rico  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States  and  Puerto  Rico  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding  decennial  census. 
Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums 
appropriated  or  authorized  under  such  Act  of  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and 
supplemented  and  shall  be  applied  only  for  the  purposes  of  the  colleges  de¬ 
fined  in  such  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The  provisions  of  law  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums  under  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  apply 
a  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  public  lands  to  the  more  complete  endowment 
and  support  of  the  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts 
established  under  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862,’ 
approved  August  30,  1890,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  apply  to  the  use 
and  payment  of  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section.” 

The  Chairman.  The  first  witness  I  will  call  is  Mr.  Thackrey,  execu¬ 
tive  Secretary  of  the  American  Association  of  Lancl-Grant  Colleges 
and  State  Universities. 

Will  you  come  forward,  please,  Mr.  Thackrey?  We  shall  be  de¬ 
lighted  to  hear  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  RUSSELL  I.  THACKREY,  EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY, 
AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES  AND  STATE 
UNIVERSITIES,  WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

Mr.  Thackrey.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  Russell  I.  Thackrey,  and  I  am  executive  secretary  of  the 
American  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State  Universities, 
which  consists  of  70  member  colleges  and  universities,  in  all  of  the 
States  and  Puerto  Rico,  of  which  69  are  land-grant  institutions. 
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My  role  here  this  morning  is  chiefly  to  answer  questions,  as  we 
would  like  to  have  our  testimony  presented  by  two  men,  Chancellor 
John  T.  Caldwell,  of  North  Carolina  State  College,  who  is  chairman 
of  the  legislative  committee  of  our  association,  and  also  former  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  University  of  Arkansas,  and  Dean  Floyd  Andre,  of  the 
College  of  Agriculture,  Iowa  State  University,  at  Ames,  Iowa. 

With  your  permission,  I  should  like  to  have  them  present  their 
statements. 

The  Chairman.  Very  well. 

Dr.  Caldwell,  we  will  be  very  glad  to  hear  from  you  now,  sir. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  T.  CALDWELL,  CHANCELLOR,  NORTH  CARO¬ 
LINA  STATE  COLLEGE,  RALEIGH,  N.C.,  AND  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE 

LEGISLATIVE  COMMITTEE,  AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  LAND- 
I  GRANT  COLLEGES  AND  STATE  UNIVERSITIES;  ACCOMPANIED  BY 

DEAN  FLOYD  ANDRE,  COLLEGE  OF  AGRICULTURE,  IOWA  STATE 

UNIVERSITY,  AMES,  IOWA 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  John  T.  Caldwell  and  I  am  chancellor  of  the  North  Carolina 
State  College  of  Agriculture  and  Engineering  at  Raleigh.  I  appear 
before  you  in  that  capacity  and  as  chairman  of  the  Legislative  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  American  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State 
j.  Universities.  This  organization  consists  of  70  members,  68  of  which 
are  land-grant  institutions,  located  in  all  the  50  States  and  Puerto 
i  Rico. 

The  bill  before  you  has  a  very  simple  objective:  To  increase  the 
I  support  by  the  Federal  Government  of  college  teaching  in  the  national 
|  system  of  land-grant  colleges  and  universities,  which  was  founded  by 
!  Federal  action  and  has  for  nearly  a  century  carried  on  national  func¬ 
tions  while  under  the  control  and  direction  of  duly  established  State 
authorities.  There  is  general  agreement  among  all  college  and  uni¬ 
versity  officials  that  funds  for  faculty  salaries  are  the  most  critical 
i  need  of  our  colleges  and  universities  at  the  present  time.  The  land- 
grant  institutions  have  been  receiving  direct  Federal  appropriations 
for  teaching  purposes  since  the  passage  of  the  second  Morrill  Act  in 
1890.  These  funds  have  not  been  increased  since  1935.  What  we  are 
proposing  is  an  increase  simply  to  bring  them  up  to  the  same  standard, 
in  terms  of  the  formula  on  which  they  are  appropriated,  as  they  were 
25  years  ago.  This  would  still  leave  the  proportion  of  Federal  funds 
involved  far,  far  less  than  it  was  25  years  ago. 

The  national  system  of  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  was 
established  by  the  passage  of  the  first  Morrill  Act  in  1862.  _  Under  this 
act  each  State  was  offered  grants  of  Federal  land  proportionate  to  its 
membership  in  Congress,  the  land  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  invested 
■  as  a  permanent  endowment  fund  for  the  support  of  teaching  in  at  least 
'  one  college  in  each  State.  This  college  was  to  emphasize  “agriculture, 
:  the  mechanic  arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto”  and  to  include  military 
;  tactics  in  its  course  offering.  The  act  provided  that  “other  scientific 
and  classical  subjects  should  not  be  excluded”  and  said  that  the  great 
objective  was  the  “liberal  and  practical  education  of  the  industrial 
classes  in  the  several  pursuits  and  professions  of  life.” 
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It  was  apparently  the  intention  of  the  Congress  at  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  the  first  Morrill  Act  that  the  income  from  the  national 
endowment  would  fully  support  instruction  in  these  colleges.  The 
States  were  required  to  furnish  the  buildings  and  equipment,  or  see 
that  they  were  furnished.  Control  over  the  methods  of  instruction, 
et  cetera,  was  reserved  entirely  to  the  States. 

As  time  passed  it  became  clear  that  the  income  from  the  land-endow¬ 
ment  would  not  support  the  instructional  program  of  the  colleges  if 
they  were  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  young  people  of  their  States  and 
of  the  Nation.  Thus  State  support  for  instruction,  as  well  as  for 
buildings  and  equipment,  became  an  increasingly  important  factor. 

In  1890  the  Congress  recognized  that  Federal  instructional  support 
from  the  land-endowment  investment  was  far  short  of  what  had  been 
contemplated,  and  passed  the  second  Morrill  Act,  providing  direct 
annual  grants  to  the  colleges  for  instruction  in  “agriculture,  the  me¬ 
chanic  arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto.”  This  act  was  passed  unani-  i 
mously  in  both  Houses  of  the  Congress.  In  1907  it  was  amended  and 
increased,  and  constitutes  a  permanent  annual  appropriation  act  in 
the  amount  of  $2,550,000,  representing  $50,000  to  each  State  and 
Puerto  Rico  for  use  in  supporting  instruction  in  the  land-grant  insti¬ 
tutions  of  those  States. 

In  1935,  during  the  emergency  of  the  depression,  the  Congress  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act,  as  authored  by  this  committee,  a 
provision  which  granted  an  additional  $20,000  to  each  State  for  teach¬ 
ing  purposes  in  its  land-grant  institutions,  and  an  additional  amount 
which  is  distributed  to  each  State  on  the  basis  of  population.  The 
total  of  funds  authorized  under  this  title  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act 
is  now  $2,501,500,  of  which  $1  million  is  distributed  on  the  basis  of 
$20,000  to  each  of  the  50  States;  and  the  remainder  on  a  population 
basis.  Puerto  Rico  is  not  included  in  this  act,  and  we  propose  that 
it  be  included  as  the  act  is  amended. 

That  higher  education  now  faces  another  emergency,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  too  well  known  to  need  elaboration  here.  What  we  propose  is  not 
a  far-reaching  or  all-embracing  measure.  It  involves  no  change  what¬ 
ever  in  long-established  principles  of  State  and  Federal  relationships.  , 

It  will  be  available  for  the  advanced  education  of  all  segments  of  ' 
the  population  in  all  the  States. 

It  involves  none  of  the  controversial  problems  of  all  kinds  that  arise 
whenever  Federal  aid  to  higher  education  is  discussed.  The  justifica¬ 
tion  of  it  is  simple.  Since  1935  we  have  had  an  inflation  of  100  per¬ 
cent.  Between  1935  and  1959  the  population  of  the  United  States, 
upon  which  a  section  of  the  apportionment  of  land-grant  funds  is 
based,  has  increased  40  percent. 

The  present  total  of  annual  appropriations  to  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions  for  teaching  purposes  from  the  Morrill  Act  of  1890  as  amended, 
and  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act,  is  $5,051,500. 

That  is  from  the  two  acts. 

We  propose  that  this  be  increased  by  applying  the  40  percent 
population  increase  factor,  and  then  applying  the  100  percent  infla¬ 
tionary  factor.  Something  more  than  this  is  involved  since  we  also 
propose  to  include  Puerto  Rico  on  an  equal  basis  with  other  institu¬ 
tions,  which  requires  an  additional  sum  to  bring  it  first  up  to  the 
present  basis  of  other  institutions  and  then  to  make  the  increase  pro¬ 
vided,  including  an  allowance  for  Puerto  Rico,  on  a  population  basis. 
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Since  the  second  Morrill  Act  of  1890  is  a  permanent  appropriation 
we  would  prefer  not  to  disturb  it,  Mr.  Chairman.  Therefore  we  have 
proposed  that  the  full  amount  of  the  increase  justified  be  applied  to 
section  22  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act.  This  would  increase  the 
authorization  under  that  act,  which  is  now  $2,501,500,  by  $9,448,500, 
to  a  total  of  $11,950,000.  Please  keep  in  mind  that  this  figure  repre¬ 
sents  the  justifiable  increases  as  applied  to  both  acts,  though  it  is 
ottered  as  an  amendment  to  only  one  of  them. 

I  have  said  this  is  a  modest  proposal,  Mr.  Chairman.  Had  we 
used  the  increase  in  enrollment  in  the  land-grand  institutions  since 
1935  as  a  basis,  which  several  of  our  members  suggested  as  being 
equitable,  the  increase  requested  would  be  several  times  as  large. 
Enrollments  in  the  land-grant  institutions  were  about  190,000  in  1935. 
Of  these  only  15,000  were  in  the  advanced  and  highly  expensive  and 
important  category  of  graduate  students.  Currently  the  enrollments 
are  approximately  650,000,  of  which  75,000  are  graduate  students. 
Thus  there  is  a  340-percent  increase  in  total  enrollment  and  a  500- 
percent  increase  in  graduate  enrollment.  As  opposed  to  this  we  have 
asked  only  for  the  40  precent  increase  factor  based  on  population 
growth.  An  increase  of  at  least  $30  million  would  be  justified  on  an 
enrollment  basis. 


What  are  the  funds  used  for  ? 

Mi.  Chairman,  land-grant  teaching  funds  are  available  for  support 
of  instruction  in  a  wide  range  of  basic  and  applied  subjects  related 
to  agriculture  and  engineering.  The  only  limitation  placed  on  their 
use  is  that  they  be  expended  for  teaching  in  “agriculture,  the  mechanic 
arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto.” 

Fortunately,  the  interpretation  of  this  language  has  been  broad,  as 
Congress  clearly  intended  it  to  be,  and  has  permitted  support  of  in¬ 
struction  in  accordance  with  the  changing  scientific  and  technical 
needs  of  our  society.  Thus  instruction  is  supported  in  the  basic  fields 
of  physical  science  such  as  chemistry,  physics,  and  metallurgy,  as 
well  as  in  all  the  fields  of  engineering  which  are  based  on  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  these  subjects.  They  may  be  used  in  botany,  zoology,  bac¬ 
teriology,  and  entomology — the  sciences  basic  to  agriculture,  as  well 
as  m  the  applied  fields  of  agriculture  itself.  They  may  be  used  for 
mathematics,  essential  in  all  scientific  fields,  and  for  basic  instruction 
m  English.  They  may  also  be  used  for  support  of  the  important  and 
growing  field  of  veterinary  medicine,  so  basic  both  to  human  and 
animal  health. 


.  To  give  you  some  idea  of  the  importance  of  the  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions  in  our  scientific  and  technological  civilization,  Mr.  Chairman, 
let  me  quote  a  few  figures : 

The  68  land-grant  institutions  constitute  fewer  than  5  percent  of 
all  the  institutions  of  higher  education  of  all  kinds  in  the  United 
States  and  at  the  last  count,  we  have  about  2,011  institutions  beyond 
high  school,  that  is  the  3-year  and  4-year  institutions,  but  5  percent 
of  all  of  the  institutions  of  higher  education  in  number,  enroll  more 
than  21  percent  of  all  the  students  in  4-year  colleges  and  universities. 
But  their  significance  is  out  of  all  proportion  to  their  enrollment. 

They  train  100  percent  of  all  those  who  receive  doctors’  degrees  in 
agriculture — the  highest  level  of  training — and  more  than  80  percent 
of  all  those  getting  bachelor’s  degrees  in  that  field. 
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In  the  basic  biological  sciences,  they  grant  56  percent  of  all  doctor's 
degrees — the  level  of  training  required  for  research,  and  over  50  per¬ 
cent  at  the  master’s  degree  level,  required  for  secondary  teaching  in 
this  important  field.  Ninety-five  percent  of  all  entomologists  in  this 
country,  the  men  and  women  who  deal  with  our  insect  pests,  get 
their  first  degrees  at  land-grant  institutions,  as  do  55  percent  of  all 
people  who  start  out  in  bacteriology  and  its  related  fields  so  essential 
in  both  agriculture  and  in  the  health  sciences.  About  37  percent  of 
all  students  who  later  go  into  medicine,  veterinary  medicine,  and 
dentistry  get  their  first  degrees  at  land-grant  institutions. 

You  know  of  the  importance  of  mathematics  in  today’s  world. 
Thirty  percent  of  all  those  who  get  master’s  degrees  in  mathematics 
in  the  United  States — the  level  required  for  secondary  school  teach¬ 
ing — get  these  degrees  at  land-grant  institutions  ;  while  at  the  doc¬ 
toral  level  required  for  high  level  research  and  college  teaching  the 
figure  is  more  than  39  percent.  4 

In  the  related  field  of  statistics,  the  land-grant  institutions  grant 
48  percent  of  all  first  degrees  and  nearly  60  percent  of  all  doctoral 
degrees. 

In  engineering,  Mr.  Chairman,  41  percent  of  all  engineers  receiving 
their  first  degrees  in  the  United  States  come  from  our  institutions; 
while  at  the  doctor’s  degree  level  the  figure  is  nearly  53  percent. 

And  72  percent  of  all  the  forestry  students  in  the  country  get  their 
degrees  in  the  land-grant  group. 

To  turn  to  the  basic  physical  sciences:  The  land-grant  institutions 
give  42  percent  of  all  doctoral  degrees  in  all  fields,  including  36  per¬ 
cent  of  all  physicists,  40  percent  of  all  chemists,  and  73  percent  of  all 
geologists. 

There  is  another  very  important  area  which  I  must  mention,  Mr. 
Chairman,  because  it  was  part  of  the  basic  philosophy  of  the  Land- 
Grant  Act,  and  that  is  military  science  and  tactics. 

The  authors  of  the  Land-Grant  Act  felt  that  a  college  education 
for  men  should  include  preparation  to  serve  the  country  in  time  of  na¬ 
tional  emergency.  Although  there  was  no  formal  way  in  which  this 
training  could  lead  to  formal  status  in  the  Armed  Forces  prior  to  the  . 
passage  of  the  National  Defense  Act  of  1920  which  founded  the  I 
ROTC  program,  the  records  show  that  at  least  100,000  men  who  had 
military  training  in  land-grant  institutions  served  in  World  War  I, 
and  that  30,000  of  them  became  officers.  These  are  partial  figures 
only. 

Between  World  War  I  and  World  War  II,  the  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions  furnished  annually  from  50  to  70  percent  of  all  young  men  re¬ 
ceiving  commissions  via  the  Reserve  Officers  Training  Corps  pro¬ 
gram.  General  Marshall  is  authority  for  the  statement  that  mobiliza¬ 
tion  in  World  War  II  would  have  been  delayed  at  least  6  months 
without  the  availability  of  these  men. 

President  Eisenhower,  while  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army,  made  a 
similar  observation.  Since  World  War  II  there  has  been  a  vast  ex¬ 
pansion  of  the  number  of  colleges  and  universities  offering  military 
training:  But  the  land-grant  institutions,  at  a  conservative  estimate, 
still  furnish  substantially  more  than  a  third  of  all  regular  and  reserve 
officers  not  supplied  by  the  military  academies. 
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My  point  is  that  the  land-grant  institutions  have,  in  every  field, 
met  the  fondest  hopes  of  the  founders  of  the  system  in  their  contribu¬ 
tion  to  the  national  strength  in  whatever  way  it  may  be  described. 

I  do  not  wish  to  bore  you  with  quotations,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  when 
they  come  from  outside  and  neutral  sources  they  may  have  a  value 
somewhat  greater  than  the  words  of  one  long  committed  to  the  land- 
grant  movement,  as  certainly  I  am. 

In  1930  a  comprehensive  U.S.  Office  of  Education  survey  reached 
the  conclusion  that — 

The  Morrill  Act  *  *  *  provided  for  the  establishment  of  the  most  comprehen¬ 
sive  system  of  scientific,  technical,  and  practical  higher  education  the  world  has 
ever  known. 

Nearly  20  years  later,  in  1949,  the  task  force  report  of  the  first 
Hoover  Commission  said: 

The  general  support  for  resident  instruction  in  the  land-grant  colleges,  ad- 
*  ministered  by  the  U.S.  Office  of  Education,  is  sometimes  referred  to  as  the  most 
effective  grant-in-aid  ever  made  by  the  Federal  Government. 

_  Four  years  later,  in  1953  the  National  Manpower  Council,  estab¬ 
lished  by  President  Eisenhower  while  he  was  president  of  Columbia 
University,  reached  this  conclusion : 

The  most  important  single  governmental  step  in  connection  with  the  training 
of  scientific  and  professional  personnel  was  the  Morrill  Act  of  1862,  which  laid 
the  basis  for  the  country’s  extensive  State  college  and  university  system  *  *  *. 
The  State  universities  and  land-grant  colleges  have  provided  low-cost  education, 
have  contributed  to  the  supply  of  specialized  manpower,  and  have  stimulated 
by  their  example  the  development  of  other  scientific,  technological,  and  gradu¬ 
ate  schools. 

Another  quotation  I  like,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  from  Mr.  John  Cowles, 
of  Minneapolis,  a  newspaper  publisher  who  is  a  graduate  of  Harvard 
University,  and  who  told  an  audience  a  few  years  ago  that  unless  the 
land-grant  institutions  are  enabled  to  meet  their  responsibilities  in  the 
years  ahead,  the  chances  of  survival  of  this  Nation  as  an  enlightened 
democracy  are  dim  indeed. 

It  is  well  known  that  our  colleges  and  universities  are  facing  a 
critical  period  in  the  years  immediately  ahead.  This  has  come  about 
simply  because  we  have  far  more  young  people  than  we  used  to  have, 
and  that  the  necessity  for  them  having  advanced  education  has  sub¬ 
stantially  increased  in  our  highly  complex  society.  Thus  we  have  an 
increase  both  in  numbers  of  young  people  and  in  numbers  desiring 
to  go  to  college.  Great  as  the  contributions  of  all  other  institutions, 
public  and  private,  will  be  to  solving  this  problem  which  is  also  an 
opportunity :  The  land-grant  institutions  will  be  called  on  to  play  a 
major  role.  This  is  particularly  true  in  the  highly  skilled  scientific, 

I  technical,  and  professional  fields. 

j  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  said  at  the  beginning,  I  believe  that  legislation 
before  you  represents  a  rather  modest  request  to  bring  the  legislation 
|  up  to  date  in  terms  of  1960.  We  are  grateful  to  Mr.  Cooley,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  this  great  committee,  and  to  Mr.  Dixon,  former  president 
of  one  of  our  fine  institutions,  for  introducing  it. 

And  we  are  grateful  to  each  of  you  for  your  kind  attention  to 
our  case. 

I  have  with  me  a  list  of  the  land-grant  institutions,  together  with 
a  brief  explanation  of  the  method  of  arriving  at  the  figures  in  the 
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bill,  which  with  your  permission  I  would  like  to  place  in  the  record 
with  the  full  text  of  my  statement. 

If  there  are  any  questions,  we  will  be  glad  to  attempt  to  answer 
them. 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you  very  much  for  your  appearance  here 
this  morning,  and  for  the  splendid  statement  supporting  the  legis¬ 
lation  which  we  are  now  considering. 

The  documents  you  have  referred  to  will  be  incorporated  in  the 
record  at  this  point. 

(The  documents  entitled,  “Higher  Education,”  “Members  of  the 
American  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State  Univer¬ 
sities,”  and  “Explanation  of  Proposed  Legislation,”  follow :) 

[Article  from  Higher  Education  for  November  1959] 

The  Land-Geant  Colleges  and  Universities,  1862-1962 — An  American 

Institution 

(By  Russell  I.  Thackrey  and  Jay  Richter *) 

Nearly  a  century  ago  the  Federal  Government  inaugurated  a  dramatic  revolu¬ 
tion  in  higher  education  in  the  United  States  through  the  passage  of  the  Land- 
Grant  Act.  Better  known  as  the  Morrill  Act  for  its  author,  Representative 
(later  Senator)  Justin  Smith  Morrill,  of  Vermont,  the  act  was  signed  by  Presi¬ 
dent  Lincoln  on  July  2,  1862.  It  offered  to  endow  at  least  one  college  in  each 
State  to  serve  the  interests  of  the  vast  majority  of  the  people — interests  not  then 
being  served  by  the  existing  colleges. 

In  1953  the  National  Manpower  Council  described  this  act  of  1862  as  “The 
most  important  single  governmental  step  in  connection  with  the  training  of 
scientific  and  professional  personel  *  *  *  which  laid  the  basis  for  the  country’s 
extensive  State  college  and  university  system.”  A  task  force  report  of  the  Hoover 
Commission  in  1949  described  it  as  “the  most  effective  grant-in-aid  ever  made  by 
the  Federal  Government.” 

THE  ORIGINAL  CONCEPT 

The  Land-Grant  Act  of  1862  was  not  the  first  grant  of  land  made  by  the 
Federal  Government  in  support  of  education  or  of  higher  education.  The  con¬ 
cept  of  national  responsibility  for  education  antedates  the  Constitution  itself, 
as  witness  the  Northwest  Ordinance  of  1787.  But  the  act  had  several  unique 
characteristics  that  remain  vitally  important  today  as  we  again  find  ourselves 
in  need  of  dramatic  action  to  solve  pressing  problems  in  higher  education. 

Briefly,  what  was  the  Land-Grant  Act? 

It  was  an  offer  to  give  each  State  which  accepted  its  provisions  30,000  acres 
of  land,  or  land  scrip,  for  each  Member  of  Congress  from  that  State — to  be  sold 
to  provide  a  permanent  endowment  for  at  least  one  college.  The  act  includes 
these  salient  features : 

(1)  It  established  a  classical  pattern  of  Federal  support  for  instruction,  with¬ 
out  Federal  control.  While  the  law  specified  the  type  of  instrutcion  that  was 
to  be  stressed,  the  subject  matter  was  not  limited  and  was  to  be  taught  “in  such 
manner  as  the  legislatures  of  the  States  may  respectively  prescribe.”  The 
designation  of  institutions  to  be  supported  was  left  to  each  State.  And,  in  direct 
opposition  to  a  presently  popular  trend  of  thought,  endowment  revenues  were 
to  go  solely  for  instruction ;  it  was  up  to  the  States  to  pledge  that  buildings  and 


1  Mr.  Thackrey  has  been  executive  secretary-treasurer  of  the  American  Association  of 
Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State  Universities  since  1947.  A  former  journalist,  professor  of 
journalism,  and  college  dean,  he  was  first  secretary  of  the  National  4-H  Club  Foundation 
during  its  organization  period.  He  serves  as  a  member  of  and  consultant  to  various 
groups  dealing  with  problems  of  higher  education  on  the  national  and  international  scene. 
He  has  held  faculty  appointments  at  Kansas  State  College,  his  alma  mater,  and  the 
University  of  Minnesota,  and  he  has  received  honorary  doctoral  degrees  from  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  New  Hampshire  and  the  University  of  Maine. 

Mr.  Richter,  who  is  director  of  the  centennial  office  of  the  American  Association  of 
Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State  Universities,  has  been  a  reporter,  editor,  and  feature  writer 
since  his  graduation  from  the  University  of  Minnesota.  He  has  served  in  the  Federal 
Government  on  several  economic  missions  abroad  and,  since  1947,  has  been  engaged  in 
conducting  a  Washington  bureau  which  provides  editorial  services  to  magazine  and  news¬ 
papers  with  emphasis  on  reporting  and  interpreting  in  the  field  of  agriculture. 
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other  facilities  were  provided.  The  authors  did  not  suffer  from  the  fear  that 
“Federal  aid  to  instruction  leads  to  Federal  control.” 

(2)  Although  the  Land-Grant  Act  required  that  the  “people’s  colleges”  have 
as  their  principal  object  an  honored  place  for  “agriculture  and  the  mechanic 
arts,”  it  did  so  at  the  expense  neither  of  traditional  subjects  nor  of  new  claimants 
for  a  place  in  the  educational  sun.  After  specifying  that  “agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts”  should  be  emphasized,  the  act  went  on  to  say  that  “other  scien¬ 
tific  and  classical  subjects  should  not  be  excluded)” — which  meant,  according  to 
Mr.  Morrill,  that  they  should  be  included.  And  the  grand  objective  was  defined 
as  “the  liberal  and  practical  education  of  the  industrial  classes  in  the  several 
pursuits  and  professions  in  life.” 

(3)  The  act  was  unique  in  that  for  the  first  time  it  did  say  that  Federal  sup¬ 
port  was  to  be  used  for  specific  purposes  rather  than  general  purposes,  although 
the  purposes  were  so  broadly  defined  as  not  to  delimit  the  future. 

(4)  A  requirement  that  military  science  be  included  in  the  curriculum  was 
put  in,  almost  as  an  afterthought,  because  of  the  lack  of  trained  leadership  avail¬ 
able  in  the  emergency  of  the  Civil  War.  This  was  the  forerunner  of  the  Reserve 
Officers  Training  Corps.  Years  later,  Gen.  George  Marshall  was  to  say  that  the 
R.O.T.C.  program  speeded  mobilization  in  World  War  II  by  at  least  6  months. 
More  than  half  of  the  officers  thus  available  came  from  land-grand  institutions. 

(5)  Above  all,  the  Land-Grant  Act  completed  the  breakaway  of  American 
higher  education  from  the  European  tradition  of  education  for  an  aristocracy 
based  on  heredity,  occupation,  or  money. 

Hereafter,  the  daily  needs  of  living  people  were  to  be  considered  as  fit  subjects 
for  study  as  the  lives  of  the  Roman  emperors  and  the  writings  of  the  Greek 
philosophers.  Teaching  of  methods  to  bridge  American  rivers,  dig  canals,  and 
build  railroads  was  to  be  a  proper  subject  for  higher  education  along  with  the 
accomplishments  of  Da  Vinci.  The  conquest  of  the  West  with  the  plow  was  to 
be  accorded  its  proper  importance  along  with  Caesar’s  Gallic  wars. 

CONFLICT  AND  RESOLUTION 

Response  by  the  States  to  passage  of  the  Land-Grant  Act  was  prompt.  In 
September  1862,  2  months  after  it  had  been  signed,  the  Iowa  Legislature  accepted 
its  conditions.  Nine  years  later  36  States  had  accepted  the  offer. 

Today,  there  are  68  land-grant  institutions,  at  least  one  in  each  of  the  50  States 
and  in  Puerto  Rico. 

The  situation  in  which  the  legislation  was  finally  approved  may  inspire  us 
somewhat  today.  The  day  before  the  act  was  signed  on  July  2,  1862,  northern 
forces  had  lost  a  major  battle  in  a  war  which  threatened  the  very  existence  of 
the  Nation.  Inflation  was  rampant ;  printing  press  money  was  a  fact.  In  this 
situation  Mr.  Lincoln  approved  legislation  which  offered  to  give  away  a  sub¬ 
stantial  part  of  the  Nation’s  resources  in  land  as  an  investment  in  the  future 
of  its  young  people. 

About  31/2  years  earlier,  before  the  Civil  War,  legislation  almost  identical  to 
that  signed  by  Lincoln  had  been  vetoed  by  President  Buchanan. 

“This  bill  has  been  passed  at  a  period  when  we  can  with  great  difficulty  raise 
sufficient  revenue  to  sustain  the  expenses  of  the  Government,”  said  Buchanan 
in  his  veto  message  on  February  24,  1859.  “Surely  the  present  is  the  most  un- 
propitious  moment  which  could  have  been  selected  for  the  passage  of  this 
bill  *  *  *. 

“The  establishment  of  these  colleges  has  prevailed  over  the  pressing  wants  of 
the  common  Treasury,”  he  continued. 

“A  successful  struggle  on  the  part  of  the  State  governments  with  the  General 
Government  for  the  public  lands  would  deprive  the  latter  of  the  means  of  per¬ 
forming  its  high  duties,  especially  at  critical  and  dangerous  periods  *  * 

The  veto,  of  course,  stood  up. 

A  review  of  the  law’s  troublous  origins  and  its  development  is  especially  appro¬ 
priate  as  the  centennial  of  its  enactment  approaches.  The  Land-Grant  Act  of 
1862  grew  out  of  the  dissatisfaction  of  a  few  far-sighted  men  with  the  educa¬ 
tional  programs  of  our  colleges  and  universities  as  they  had  developed— or  failed 
to  develop — in  the  first  half  of  the  19th  century.  Despite  some  pioneering  by 
existing  institutions  here  and  there,  the  curriculum  was  pretty  much  frozen 
into  a  traditional  mold,  designed  for  members  of  the  traditional  professions 
and  leisure  classes.  Little  was  being  done  to  meet  the  needs  of  a  dynamic  and 
expanding  nation  in  the  areas  of  science  and  technology. 
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The  immediate  agitation  centered  on  the  lack  of  advanced  training  available 
in  the  fields  of  agriculture  and  engineering,  or  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts 
as  they  were  then  called.  Pioneering  institutions  were  established  in  several 
States.  Many  failed  for  various  reasons.  Some  people,  including  our  early 
Presidents,  advocated  a  national  university  to  serve  the  “industrial  classes” — 
then  defined  as  just  about  everybody  who  worked  for  a  living. 

JONATHAN  BALDWIN  TURNER,  PROFESSOR 

Among  the  many  pioneering  figures,  two  stand  out:  Jonathan  Baldwin  Turner, 
of  Illinois,  and  Justin  Smith  Morrill,  of  Vermont.  Turner,  a  graduate  of  Yale 
then  teaching  at  Illinois  College,  as  early  as  1850  outlined  in  detail  his  idea  of  a 
new  university. 

Existing  professions,  said  Turner,  constituted  1  percent  of  the  population  and 
had  their  colleges  offering  a  liberal  education.  He  wanted  colleges  which 
would  provide  a  liberal  education  suited  to  the  needs  of  the  rest  of  the  people : 
the  farmer,  the  manufacturer,  the  ambitious  and  intelligence  worker  who  with 
the  aid  of  science  might  transform  a  trade  into  a  technology. 

Turner’s  plan  has  been  called  the  common  man’s  educational  bill  of  rights. 
In  Griggsville,  Ill.,  on  May  13,  1850,  where  he  outlined  the  plan  for  the  first 
time  in  some  detail  in  a  public  speech,  Turner  described  “a  university  for  the 
industrial  classes  in  each  of  the  States  with  their  consequent  subordinate  in¬ 
stitutes,  lyceums,  and  high  schools  in  each  of  the  counties  and  towns.” 

The  reaction  to  his  plan  so  encouraged  Turner  that  by  March  of  the  next  year, 
in  1851,  he  wrote  in  a  letter  to  the  Prairie  Farmer : 

“*  *  *  I  am  satisfied  that  if  the  farmers  and  their  friends  will  now  exert  them¬ 
selves  they  can  speedily  secure  for  this  State,  and  for  each  State  in  the 
Union,  an  appropriation  of  public  land  adequate  to  create  and  endow  in  the  most 
liberal  manner,  a  general  system  of  popular  industrial  education,  more  glorious  in 
its  design  and  more  beneficent  in  its  results  than  the  world  has  ever  seen  be¬ 
fore.  There  is  wisdom  enough  in  the  State  and  in  the  Union,  to  plan  and 
conduct  it;  there  are  students  enough  to  patronize  it;  there  is  useless  land  and 
wealth  enough  to  endow  it;  and  there  are  hearts  enough  that  want  it  *  *  *.  But 
let  us,  by  all  means,  strive  together,  as  one  man,  for  the  glorious  end  of  the 
liberal  and  appropriate  practical  education  of  every  class,  of  whatever  name, 
throughout  the  State,  and  throughout  the  Union.” 

A  university  graduate  and  scholar,  Turner  was  also  an  independent  thinker 
and  outspoken  critic  of  the  “traditionalists”  in  education  who  opposed  his  plan. 

“No  wonder  such  educators  have  deemed  the  liberal  culture  of  the  industrial 
classes  an  impossibility,”  Turner  said,  dismissing  the  standpatters,  “for  they 
have  never  tried,  nor  even  conceived  of  any  other  way  of  educating  them 
(the  industrial  classes),  except  that  by  which  they  are  rendered  totally  unfit 
for  their  several  callings  in  after  life  *  * 

Turner’s  constant,  aggressive  work  brought  a  petition  from  the  Illinois  Legis¬ 
lature  to  the  U.S.  Congress  on  February  8,  1853,  calling  for  donation  “to  each 
State  in  the  Union  an  amount  of  public  lands  not  less  in  value  than  $500,000  for 
liberal  endowment  of  a  system  of  industrial  universities,  one  in  each  State  of  the 
Union  *  * 

The  Illinois  professor’s  battle  did  not  end  with  passage  of  the  Morrill  Act  in 
1862.  Pie  continued  tirelessly  to  write  and  to  speak,  urging  the  Illinois  Legis¬ 
lature  to  establish  a  State  university  under  the  act.  Finally,  on  September  13, 
1870,  Turner  laid  the  cornerstone  of  the  University  of  Illinois  at  Champaign. 

JUSTIN  SMITH  MORRILL,  STATESMAN 

Vermont’s  Justin  Smith  Morrill  was  a  man  in  sharp  contrast  to  Turner. 
The  son  of  a  blacksmith-farmer,  he  himself  was  denied  a  college  education  for 
want  of  means. 

“Morrill,  the  politician,”  writes  Edward  Danforth  Eddy,  Jr.,  vice  president 
and  provost  of  the  University  of  New  Hampshire,  in  his  book.  Colleges  for  Our 
Land  and  Time,1  “was  never  to  be  caught  in  stinging  criticism  of  the  ‘existing 
scheme.’  In  more  gentle  rebuke  than  most  of  his  day  who  joined  in  his  thinking, 
he  was  to  say:  ‘The  object  *  *  *  was  not  to  injure  any  existing  classical  insti¬ 
tutions,  but  to  reinforce  them  and  bring  liberal  culture  within  the  reach  of  a 
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much  larger  and  unprovided  for  number  of  tbe  industrial  classes  in  every  State 
It  was  designed  to  largely  benefit  those  at  the  bottom  of  the  ladder  who  want 
to  climb  up’  *  * 

Historians  differ  as  to  the  respective  importance  of  the  roles  played  by  Turner 
and  Morrill  in  putting  across  the  land-grant  idea,  but  there  is  ample  credit  for 
each.  In  any  event  it  was  Morrill  who  introduced  and  pushed  the  legislation 
through  the  Congress,  where  he  served  in  both  House  and  Senate  for  44  vears 
until  his  death  in  1898. 

In  a  not-so-gentle  rebuke  of  Democratic  President  Buchanan,  following  the 
1859  veto  of  the  land-grant  bill,  Whig-Republican  Morrill,  in  effect,  termed  that 
action  “nonsense.”  In  answer  to  the  Buchanan  argument  that  the  bill  was  un¬ 
constitutional,  Morrill  snapped,  “Many  literary  universities  had  already  been 
established  with  the  approval  of  James  Buchanan  *  *  *.  If  we  can  legislate  for 
the  deaf  and  dumb,  may  we  not  legislate  for  those  who  can  hear  and  speak? 
If  we  can  legislate  for  the  insane,  may  we  not  legislate  for  the  sane?” 

Although  the  veto  was  upheld,  Morrill  lost  not  a  single  supporter  in  speaking 
out  against  Buchanan. 

“Too  many  men  and  too  many  movements  were  involved  to  credit  the  land- 
grant  colleges  to  one  man,”  write  Mr.  Eddy.  “In  any  case,  it  was  Morrill’s 
political  acumen  and  keen  parliamentary  ability  which  brought  the  legislation 
into  being  *  *  *.  He  would  not  give  up  until  his  measure  was  finally  passed 
5  years  after  its  first  introduction,  and  attempted  continually  to  assist  the  first 
struggling  colleges  with  additional  aid  in  spite  of  the  apathy  and  opposition 
of  the  times  *  * 

THE  LEGISLATIVE  RECORD 

Origins  of  the  land-grant  idea,  of  course,  extend  as  far  back  as  the  first  time 
man  entertained  thoughts  of  democratic  self-government.  An  early  spokesman 
for  the  concept  in  this  country  was  Thomas  Jefferson.  In  a  letter  dated 
August  13, 1786,  addressed  to  George  Wythe,  he  wrote : 

“I  think  by  far  the  most  important  bill  in  our  whole  code  is  that  for  the 
diffusion  of  knowledge  among  the  people.  No  other  sure  foundation  can  be 
devised  for  the  preservation  of  freedom  and  happiness  *  *  *.  Preach,  my  dear 
sir,  a  crusade  against  ignorance ;  establish  and  improve  the  law  for  educating 
the  common  people.  Let  our  countrymen  know  that  the  people  alone  can  protect 
us  against  these  evils,  and  that  the  tax  which  will  be  paid  for  this  purpose  is 
not  more  than  the  thousandth  part  of  what  will  be  paid  *  *  *  if  we  leave  people 
in  ignorance.” 

Since  1862  a  variety  of  legislation  has  been  enacted  into  law  to  strengthen 
the  land-grant  system  of  higher  education.  To  summarize,  briefly : 

The  Hatch  Act,  approved  March  2,  1887,  authorized  Federal  appropriations 
of  $15,000  annually  for  each  State  to  establish  an  agricultural  experiment  station 
at  its  land-grant  colleges  and  universities.  The  money  was  to  come  from  sales 
of  public  land  for  the  stations  which  were  “to  aid  in  acquiring  and  diffusing 
among  the  people  of  the  United  States  useful  and  practical  information  on 
subjects  connected  with  agriculture  and  to  promote  scientific  investigation  and 
experiment  respecting  the  principles  and  applications  of  agricultural  science.” 

With  the  inauguration  of  college-level  instruction  in  agriculture,  it  quickly 
became  apparent  that  this  could  not  be  done  satisfactorily  without  an  adequate 
scientific  basis.  The  Hatch  Act  offered  Federal  support  to  a  rsearch  staff  in 
each  State  on  a  continuing  basis,  to  investigate  basic  and  applied  problems  in 
the  natural  sciences  as  related  to  agriculture.  This  act,  while  significant  in  and 
of  itself,  had  even  greater  significance  in  that  it  was  an  important  element  in 
establishing  research  as  a  major  function  of  the  American  university.  At 
present  non-Federal  sources  contribute  approximately  $3  for  every  $1  of  Federal 
funds  expended  in  agricultural  research  through  the  land-grant  institutions. 

The  Second  Land-Grant  Act,  also  sponsored  by  Morrill  and  approved,  August 
30,  1890,  provided  that  each  State  and  territory  should  receive  $15,000  yearly 
for  land-grant  institutions,  the  sum  to  be  increased  from  year  to  year  up  to 
$25,000.  An  amendment  to  the  act,  the  Nelson  amendment,  took  effect  in  fiscal 
year  1908.  It  provided  for  an  eventual  annual  increase  of  $25,000  a  rear, 
thereby  doubling  the  total  for  each  State  and  territory. 

This  law  included  a  historic  provision  that  money  would  be  withheld  from 
colleges  which  barred  students  on  the  basis  of  race,  but  also  specified  it  could 
go  to  States  where  there  were  separate  colleges  for  Negro  and  white. 
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The  Smith-Lever  Act,  approved  May  8,  1914,  authorized  instruction  beyond 
the  campus  borders  of  the  land-grant  institutions.  Purpose  of  this  Extension 
Education  Act  was  “to  aid  in  diffusing  among  the  people  *  *  *  useful  and  prac¬ 
tical  information  on  subjects  relating  to  agriculture  and  home  economics  and 
to  encourage  application  of  the  same  *  * 

As  increased  basic  knowledge  essential  to  improvement  of  agricultural  prac¬ 
tices  became  available,  the  problem  became  one  of  how  to  get  into  application 
on  the  farm.  The  Federal  Government,  State  departments  of  agriculture,  and 
the  land-grant  institutions  all  were  involved  in  extension  work,  which  was  some¬ 
what  competitive  in  some  States.  The  Congress  finally  resolved  this  situation 
by  creating  one  cooperative  extension  service,  through  which  research  findings  of 
both  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  land-grant  institutions  could  be 
carried  to  the  farm  and  into  the  farm  home.  This  is  a  unique  partnership. 
Extension  workers  are  members  of  the  staff  of  the  land-grant  institutions,  and, 
also,  for  certain  purposes,  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  Bankhead-Jones  Act  of  1935  authorized  an  increase  in  annual  appropri¬ 
ations  to  the  States  for  land-grant  institutions.  One  million  dollars  annually 
was  voted  for  the  States,  with  the  provision  that  the  money  be  distributed  as  flat 
grants  of  $20,000  to  each  State.  An  additional  $1,501,500  was  authorized  for  i 
allocation  to  the  States  on  a  proportionate  population  basis. 

So  much  for  legislative  history. 

THE  PERFORMANCE  RECORD 

It  may  be  of  some  interest  to  note  that  total  annual  Federal  appropriations 
for  campus  teaching  in  the  land-grant  colleges — under  both  the  second  Morrill 
Act  and  the  Bankhead-Jones  as  amended — reached  a  ceiling  of  $5,051,500  in  fiscal 
1954.  In  addition  the  States  today  realize  altogether  about  $2,500,000  annually 
in  income  from  the  original  land  grants  made  under  the  first  Morrill  Act. 

Thus,  an  annual  sum  of  only  about  $7%  million  makes  up  the  colleges’  current 
total  Federal  endowment  “for  instruction.”  Today,  Federal  funds — whether 
for  instruction,  cooperative  extension  work,  or  experiment  stations — are  a  rela¬ 
tively  small  part  of  the  income  of  land-grant  institutions.  The  largest  share  of 
their  support  derives  from  State  governments. 

Cooperative  action  to  carry  out  this  program,  meantime,  has  cost  the  Federal 
Government  astonishingly  little.  In  the  case  of  resident  teaching,  for  example, 
Federal  administrative  costs  represented  one-seventh  of  1  percent  on  the  basis 
of  approximately  $7  million  then  being  received  annually  by  the  institutions, 
according  to  a  1954  report  of  a  Land-Grant  Asssociation  committee  to  the  Com¬ 
mission  on  Intergovernmental  Relations. 

“It  is  probable,”  commented  the  committee,  headed  by  President  Frederick  L. 
Hovde  of  Purdue,  “that  no  program  ever  devised  has  such  a  low  annual  adminis¬ 
trative  cost.” 

In  the  early  years,  as  might  be  supposed,  the  Federal  Government  carried  the  \ 
major  burden  of  financing,  in  contrast  to  the  situation  today.  Yet,  while  there 
has  been  continual  change  in  the  relative  importance  of  sources  of  support,  the 
basic  working  relations  of  the  partners  has  remained  the  same. 

The  tripartite  program  of  teaching,  research,  and  public  service  has  been 
carried  out  without  Federal  interference  or  control. 

How  is  this  revolutionary  idea  for  “people’s  colleges”  working  out? 

A  part  of  the  answer  may  be  found  in  the  figures.  While  the  land-grant  insti¬ 
tutions  constitute  3.4  percent  of  the  total  number  of  colleges  and  universities  in 
this  country,  they  award  almost  40  percent  of  all  doctoral  of  philosophy  degrees 
in  all  fields.  These  include  55  percent  of  the  total  doctorates  in  biology,  all  of 
those  in  agriculture,  43  percent  in  physical  science,  53  percent  in  engineering, 
and  35  percent  in  mathematics. 

The  influence  of  the  land-grant  institutions  extends  into  the  homes  and  work¬ 
ing  lives  of  all  Americans,  and  of  many  peoples  around  the  world.  Streptomycin, 
the  drug  used  for  control  and  treatment  of  tuberculosis,  was  discovered  at  a 
land-grant  university.  Another  land-grant  university  is  responsible  for  finding 
and  developing  dieoumarol,  the  chemical  substance  from  sweetclover  that  pre¬ 
vents  clotting  of  the  blood. 

The  basic  work  on  fatigue  of  metals  that  has  saved  the  railroads  millions  of 
dollars  was  done  at  a  land-grant  institution.  Others  of  the  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  are  responsible  for  the  first  cyclotron ;  for  pioneering  research  in  tele- 
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vision  and  the  transistor ;  for  the  beginnings  and  growth  of  hundreds  of  thriving 
industries,  from  ceramics  to  woodpulp  and  soybean  processing. 

Land-grant  institutions,  moreover,  have  become  a  principal  recruiting  ground 
of  governments,  foundations,  and  commercial  interests  carrying  out  technical 
projects  abroad.  Almost  every  country  of  the  world  now  has  a  working  relation¬ 
ship  of  some  sort  with  one  or  more  of  the  colleges.  This  country’s  system  of 
extension  education,  of  course,  has  been  adapted  in  every  part  of  the  globe. 

THE  CENTENNIAL  AND  NEW  HOBIZONS 

Commemorative  events  are  to  be  largely  carried  out  during  the  academic  year 
1961-62,  although  substantive  research  associated  with  the  centennial  may  be 
continued  beyond  the  anniversary  year.  The  committee  of  presidents  planning 
this  series  of  events  is  under  the  chairmanship  of  Clifford  M.  Hardin,  of  the 
University  of  Nebraska.  Chancellor  Hardin  states,  “Our  purpose  is  to  reexamine 
the  origins  of  the  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  and  the  job  they  are  now 
doing,  in  order  to  do  a  better  one  in  the  future.” 

This  steering  committee  has  also  designated  education  in  foreign  relations 
k.  as  “the  most  important,  or  very  nearly  the  most  important,  confronting  Ameri- 
,  r  can  higher  education  today.”  They  agree  that  there  is  need  for  further  adapta¬ 
tion  in  many  countries,  especially  the  underdeveloped  nations,  of  the  basic 
land-grant  idea— that  is,  “to  work  directly  with  people  and  through  education 
and  demonstration  help  them  solve  their  own  problems  and  give  their  work  (such 
as  agriculture)  the  respectability  it  deserves.” 

The  distinctive  character  of  the  land-grant  institutions,  the  centennial  plan¬ 
ning  group  agrees,  has  been  somewhat  obscured,  and  fortunately  so.  This  has 
occurred  because  other  institutions  of  higher  learning,  private  as  well  as  public, 
have  patterned  themselves  on  land-grant  lines. 

There  is  no  longer  any  “valid  general  distinction,”  the  centennial  planning 
group  reported,  “between  the  future  leadership  role  and  responsibility”  of  land- 
grant  institutions  and  the  major  State  universities  that  are  not  a  part  of  the 
land-grant  system.  These  universities,  as  well  as  private  institutions,  will  be 
invited  to  join  in  the  commemorative  observance,  although  the  initiative  in 
centennial  planning  necessarily  rests  with  the  land-grant  institutions. 

Four  areas  of  special  responsibility,  in  addition  to  that  of  “leadership  in  in¬ 
ternational  education,”  are  being  stressed  by  centennial  planners. 

Development  of  a  pattern  of  higher  education  in  the  State. — Land-grant  insti¬ 
tutions  and  other  public  universities,  the  centennial  planners  have  decided,  ought 
to  take  the  lead  in  developing  statewide  plans  of  higher  education.  “Citizen  and 
institution  alike  will  benefit,”  they  have  reported,  “if  the  colleges  will  substitute 
for  many  of  their  present  institutional  concerns  the  concerns  of  their  States.” 

Bringing  the  resources  of  education  to  bear  on  the  whole  life  and  all  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  State. — This  involves  examination  of  the  roles  of  the  land-grant 
!  institutions,  the  non-land-grant  State  universities,  and  the  mounting  number  of 
junior  colleges  and  regional  institutions  in  providing  public  services  to  citizen, 
community,  and  State.  What  part  should  each  type  of  institution  play  in  order 
to  provide  the  best  service  at  the  lowest  possible  cost? 

Continuing  education. — The  centennial  planners  agree  that  there  is  “mount¬ 
ing  interest  across  the  Nation  in  adult  education,”  and  that  institutions  of 
higher  learning  “should  rise  to  the  need.”  In  general,  they  believe,  the  States 
“are  not  going  in  for  multiple  service  in  public  adult  education  because  it  in¬ 
vites  duplication  and  high  costs.” 

Education  for  the  professions. — This  is  an  area,  the  centennial  group  has 
decided,  that  needs  thoughtful  attention.  Commemorative  projects  will  include 
cooperative  efforts  with  professional  groups  to  identify  the  problems,  evaluate 
the  present  situation,  and  perhaps  arrive  at  some  recommendations  for  future 
action. 

The  land-grant  institutions,  enrolling  18  percent  of  the  U.S.  college  popula¬ 
tion,  confer  31  percent  of  doctoral  degrees  in  the  social  sciences,  28  percent  in 
business  and  in  education,  25  percent  in  English,  and  23  percent  in  literature  and 
foreign  languages. 

Many  billions  of  dollars  have  been  added  to  the  wealth  of  the  Nation,  in  re¬ 
turn  for  mere  millions  of  investment  in  land-grant  colleges  and  universities. 

One  farmworker  in  America  today  produces  enough  to  feed  himself  and  22 
others,  an  efficiency  ratio  without  parallel  in  world  history.  The  produc- 
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tivity  of  this  country’s  farm  plant  is  in  large  measure  the  result  of  work  done 
by  the  experiment  stations  and  the  extension  services. 

In  the  U.S.S.R.  50  percent  of  the  people  work  on  farms,  producing  little  more 
than  enough  to  provide  the  Soviets  an  indifferent  diet,  while  in  this  country  12 
percent  of  the  people  feed  not  only  themselves  and  everybody  else  in  America, 
but  also  many  people  in  other  countries — and  there  are  embarrassing  surpluses 
left  over.  It  was  a  comparison  that  obviously  was  not  lost  upon  Mr.  Khru¬ 
shchev,  when  he  visited  the  United  States. 

“Now  is  the  time,  if  ever  there  was  one,”  as  Congressman  Henry  Dixon,  of 
Utah,  put  it  in  a  speech  on  the  House  floor  March  9,  1959,  “for  the  colleges  and 
universities  of  this  country  to  reappraise  their  way  of  doing  things — and  de¬ 
vise  and  propose  better  ways  of  doing  them  *  *  *. 

“Unless  we  expand  our  support  for  the  colleges  consistent  with  the  Nation’s 
population  growth,  our  democratic  system  of  higher  education  for  the  many — 
instead  of  only  a  chosen  few — just  wTill  not  last.” 


Members  of  the  American  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges 
and  State  Universities 


Auburn  University,  Auburn,  Ala. 

Alabama  Agricultural  &  Mechanical 
College,1  Normal,  Ala. 

University  of  Alaska,  College,  Alaska. 

University  of  Arizona,  Tucson,  Ariz. 

University  of  Arkansas,  Fayetteville, 
Ark. 

Agricultural,  Mechanical  &  Normal  Col¬ 
lege,1  Pine  Bluff,  Ark. 

University  of  California,  Berkeley,  Los 
Angeles,  and  other  campuses  in  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

Colorado  State  University,  Fort  Collins, 
Colo. 

University  of  Connecticut,  Storrs,  Conn. 

Connecticut  Agricultural  Experiment 
Station,  New  Haven,  Conn. 

University  of  Delaware,  Newark,  Del. 

Delaware  State  College,1  Dover,  Del. 

University  of  Florida,  Gainesville,  Fla. 

Florida  Agricultural  &  Mechanical  Uni¬ 
versity,1  Tallahassee,  Fla. 

University  of  Georgia,  Athens,  Ga. 

Fort  Valley  State  College,1  Fort  Valley, 
Ga. 

Georgia  Institute  of  Technology,  Atlan¬ 
ta.  Ga. 

University  of  Hawaii,  Honolulu,  Ha¬ 
waii. 

University  of  Idaho,  Moscow,  Idaho. 

University  of  Illinois,  Urbana,  Ill. 

Purdue  University,  Lafayette,  Ind. 

Iowa  State  University,  Ames,  Iowa. 

Kansas  State  University,  Manhattan, 
Kans. 

University  of  Kentucky,  Lexington,  Ky. 

Kentucky  State  College,1  Frankfort,  Ky. 

Louisiana  State  University,  Baton 
Rouge,  La. 

Southern  University,1  Baton  Rouge,  La. 

University  of  Maine,  Orono,  Maine. 

University  of  Maryland,  College  Park, 
Md. 


Maryland  State  College,1  Princess  Anne, 
Md. 

University  of  Massachusetts,  Amherst, 
Mass. 

Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology, 
Cambridge,  Mass. 

Michigan  State  University,  East  Lans¬ 
ing,  Mich. 

University  of  Minnesota,  Minneapolis, 
Minn. 

Mississippi  State  University,  State  Col¬ 
lege,  Miss. 

Alcorn  Agricultural  &  Mechanical  Col¬ 
lege,1  Alcorn,  Miss. 

University  of  Missouri,  Columbia,  Mo. 

Lincoln  University,1  Jefferson  City,  Mo. 

Montana  State  College,  Bozeman,  Mont. 

University  of  Nebraska,  Lincoln,  Nebr. 

University  of  Nevada,  Reno,  Nev. 

University  of  New  Hampshire,  Dur¬ 
ham,  N.H. 

Rutgers  University  (the  State  Univer¬ 
sity  of  New  Jersey),  New  Brunswick, 
N.J. 

New  Mexico  State  University,  Univer¬ 
sity  Park,  N.Mex. 

Cornell  University,  Ithaca,  N.T. 

State  University  of  New  York,  Albany, 
N.Y. 

North  Carolina  State  College,  Raleigh, 
N.C. 

Agricultural  and  Technical  College  of 
North  Carolina,1  Greensboro,  N.C. 

North  Dakota  Agricultural  College, 
Fargo,  N.  Dak. 

Ohio  State  University,  Columbus.  Ohio. 

Oklahoma  State  University,  Stillwater, 
Okla. 

Langston  University,1  Langston,  Okla. 

Oregon  State  College,  Carvallis,  Oreg. 

Pennsylvania  State  University,  Univer¬ 
sity  Park,  Pa. 


1  Established  as  land-grant  Institution  for  Negroes, 
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Members  of  the  American  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges 
and  State  Universities — Continued 


University  of  Puerto  Rico,  Rio  Piedras, 
P.R. 

University  of  Rhode  Island,  Kingston, 

R. I. 

Clemson  Agricultural  College,  Clemson, 

S. C. 

South  Carolina  State  College,1  Orange¬ 
burg,  S.C. 

South  Dakota  State  College,  College 
Station,  S.Dak. 

University  of  Tennessee,  Knoxville, 
Tenn. 

Tennessee  Agricultural  &  Industrial 
State  University,1  Nashville,  Tenn. 
Texas  Agricultural  &  Mechanical  Col¬ 
lege  System,  College  Station,  Tex. 


Agricultural  &  Mechanical  College  of 
Texas,  College  Station,  Tex. 

Prairie  View  Agricultural  &  Mechanical 
College,1  Prairie  View,  Tex. 

Utah  State  University,  Logan,  Utah. 
University  of  Vermont,  Burlington,  Vt. 
Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute,  Blacks¬ 
burg,  Va. 

Virginia  State  College,1  Petersburg,  Va. 
Washington  State  University,  Pullman, 
Wash. 

West  Virginia  University,  Morgantown. 
W.Va. 

University  of  Wisconsin,  Madison,  Wis. 
University  of  Wyoming,  Laramie,  Wyo. 


Explanation  of  Proposed  Legislation 


Since  the  1890  Morrill  Act,  as  amended  in  1907,  provides  a  permanent  annual 
appropriation,  it  should  not  be  tampered  with.  Increases  in  these  funds  there¬ 
fore,  should  be  achieved  through  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  of  1935,  specifically 
as  an  amendment  to  section  22.  It  is  desirable  at  the  same  time  to  amend 
the  act  to  include  Puerto  Rico. 


The  enclosed  possible  draft  of  the  proposed  amendments  to  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act  would  (a)  increase  the  funds  appropriated  by  $9,448,500,  and  (6)  in¬ 
clude  Puerto  Rico.  The  proposed  increase  over  present  appropriations  is  insti¬ 
lled  and  computed  as  100  percent  on  account  of  inflation  since  1935  and  a  40  ner- 
j  cent  increase  in  population  since  1935. 

acts  distribute  one  portion  of  the  appropriations  in  flat,  equal  grants  to 
es  anc*  an°ther  portion  on  the  basis  of  population.  We  have  applied 
the  lOO-percent-pius-lO-percent  increases  to  each  portion.  Here  is  an  analysis 
i  of  the  computation. 


16  Preseat  total  of  flat  grants  to  each  State  is  $70,000,  which  includes 
$o0,000  each  under  Morrill-Nelson  and  $20,000  each  under  Bankhead-Jones 
(Puerto  Rico  is  omitted  under  the  latter  act.)  The  proposal  is  to  increase  the 
total  for  each  State  by  $130,000  (which  is  100  percent  plus  40  percent  over 
the  present  $70,000  allotment)  and  also  to  bring  Puerto  Rico  into  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act.  Thus  the  authorization  for  flat,  equal  grants  would  be  increased 
from  $1  million  under  Bankhead-Jones  to  a  total  of  $7,650,000,  which  total  would 
include  Pureto  Rico.  The  amount  of  increase  is  $6,650,000,  which  is  $130  000 
times  51  plus  $20,000  (to  remedy  Puerto  Rico’s  position  in  Bankhead-Jones)’. 

«->  ^va6  pAresant  total . of  ^ants  distributed  on  the  basis  of  population  is 
$1,501,500.  An  increase  in  this  amount  by  100  percent  plus  40  percent  would 
bring  this  total  to  $4,204,200,  which  we  would  round  out  to  $4  300  000  reDre- 
senting  an  increase  of  $2,798,500.  ’  ’  1 

Thus,  the  total  appropriations  would  be  as  follows : 


From  Morrill  Act _ 

From  Bankhead-Jones : 
Present _ 


$2,  550,  000 
2,  501,  500 


Increases  proposed : 

Flat  grants _ 

Population  basis. 


6,  650,  000 
2,  798,  500 


Subtotal 


9,  448,  500 


Grand  total. 


14,  500,  000 


1  Established  as  land-grant  Institution  for  Negroes. 
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The  Chairman.  Dr.  Dixon. 

Mr.  Dixon.  You  say  that  the  present  system  is  based  upon  the  fig¬ 
ures  of  the  population  increase,  on  which  the  last  was  1935 ;  is  that  not 
right  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  sir,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Dixon.  As  we  all  know,  you  cannot  get  along  now  on  the  same 
status  as  we  did  in  1935.  We  certainly  have  to  make  more  headway 
than  that.  This  40  percent  factor  is  in  the  formula  by  which  the 
money  is  being  distributed  now  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  sir.  The  population  factor  is  in  there.  The 
money  under  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  is  distributed  on  the  basis  of 
flat  grants  to  each  State — that  is,  equal  amounts,  plus  a  sum  of  money 
which  is  allocated  proportionate  to  the  population  in  each  State. 

All  we  propose  to  do  is  to  say  that  since  the  population  has  increased 
40  percent — and  that  factor  was  built  into  the  original  legislation — -;'i 
let  us  keep  it  in  there  and  acknowledge  that  the  population  has  in-  " 
creased. 

Mr.  Dixon.  In  arriving  at  this  figure  of  $9,400,000,  you  have  figured 
in  just  the  inflationary  factor  and  the  increase  in  the  population? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  The  inflationary  factor,  yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  all  you  have  figured  in  there  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  What  about  your  normal  enrollment  increase  factor? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  As  I  indicated  in  my  testimony,  some  of  our  mem¬ 
bers  thought  that  we  should  make  that  the  criteria  for  setting  a  new 
level  of  Federal  support,  but  that  would  have  been  about  $30  mil¬ 
lion.  And  furthermore,  Dr.  Dixon,  while  we  could  have  justified  it, 
we  propose  to  make  this  as  simple  and  as  straightforward  a  solution 
as  possible,  to  say  that  if  in  1935  the  figure  of  something  over  $5  mil¬ 
lion  was  considered  to  be  a  valid  level  in  terms  of  the  worth  of  the 
dollar  and  the  population  of  the  country,  that,  certainly,  in  1960  we 
should  bring  that  figure  up  to  date.  That  is  all  we  have  attempted 
to  do. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  represents  the  load  that  the  schools  have  to  carry,  . 
and  the  expenses  that  you  are  put  to,  so  that  it  would  be  even  more^ 
justifiable  as  a  criteria,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  That  is  true.  I  would  not  want  to  argue  against  in¬ 
creasing  it,  Dr.  Dixon,  at  all. 

Mr.  Albert.  Will  you  yield? 

Mr.  Dixon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Albert.  In  Oklahoma  the  population  has  not  increased  very 
much  since  1940,  and  yet  the  student  population  at  Oklahoma  State 
University  has  more  than  doubled. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Albert.  Are  we  going  to  get  the  benefit  of  this  act  under  such 
circumstances  when  the  workload  has  increased  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  I  would  comment  that  the  flat  rate  attempts  to  pro¬ 
vide  that  kind  of  equalization ;  that  in  some  States,  even  which  ‘have 
lost  population,  the  flat  rate  increase  provided  in  this  modest  legis¬ 
lation  would  add  $130,000  to  the  budgets  of  those  institutions. 

And  I  can  tell  you  from  having  been  for  7  years  the  president  of 
the  University  of  Arkansas,  and  now  being  at  North  Carolina  State 
College,  that  $130,000  would  be  very,  very  welcome  in  the  budget  of 
that  institution. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  In  Other  words,  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma’s  State 
College  would  profit  by  the  100-percent  inflation  factor;  but  if  the 
population  has  not  increased,  lie  would  not  profit  by  the  population 
factor;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  That  is  right,  sir.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  have  not 
introduced  this  idea  of  the  population  basis.  This  is  a  part  of  the 
1935  act.  And  if  the  committee  wants  to  develop  an  enrollment  fac¬ 
tor,  that  would  be  something  else  to  be  put  in  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  occurred  to  me  that  would  be  almost  a  sounder  basis. 
However,  the  population  factor  is  built  into  your  permanent  law? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  entirely  reasonable  as  such. 

What  effect  has  this  National  Defense  Act  had  upon  the  schools 
to  give  scholarship  loans  to  put  in  more  students?  Has  that  helped 
>  |  schools  ? 

|P  Mr.  Caldwell.  Well,  the  National  Defense  Education  Act  has 
brought  no  direct  support  to  the  institutions  themselves,  Dr.  Dixon. 
It  has  aided  the  students. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  And  there  has  been  aid  to  special  programs,  as 
you  know,  such  as  in  summer  institutes  for  counseling  and  guidance 
training  of  high  school  teachers,  et  cetera,  but  it  has  brought  no  addi¬ 
tional  resources  to  the  institutions  themselves  to  do  the  job.  It  has 
been  a  fine  act.  I  am  not  speaking  negatively  on  that,  but  I  am  an¬ 
swering  your  question. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  glad  that  you  made  that  statement;  but  by  giv¬ 
ing  you  more  students,  it  has  only  added  to  your  headaches. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  has  not  helped  the  institutions — it  has  helped  the 
students  tremendously,  but  it  has  given  you  nothing  to  take  care  of 
those  students. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  another  thing  that  I  think  that  we  should  con- 
f  cern  ourselves  about. 

j!  What,  about  Hawaii  and  Alaska?  You  mentioned  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Hawaii  and  Alaska  are  included  as  States  now. 
They  were  included  as  territories  under  the  territorial  provisions  of 
the  previous  legislation.  I  do  not  know  why  Puerto  Rico  was  left  out 
of  the  1935  legislation,  but  it  was.  At  any  rate,  we  now  have  50  States 
and  1  territory. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  notice,  too,  that  land-grant  scholarships  which  were 
!  established  under  the  Morrill  Act  in  1862 — that  that  was  signed  by 
;  Abraham  Lincoln,  and  that  it  was  for  the  scientific,  mechanical,  prac- 
j  tical  education,  of  the  industrial  classes,  the  common  man. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  am  sure  that  every  member  of  this  committee  is  for 
'  the  common  man. 

Is  it  not  a  fact  that  a  resolution  has  been  introduced  setting  up  a 
|  committee  to  celebrate  the  centennial  of  the  land-grant  colleges  in 
1960? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  This  has  not  become  legislation  yet,  Dr.  Dixon. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  has  not  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  It  has  not  become  legislation  yet.  It  is  before  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  You  would  like  it  to  become  legislation  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  indeed.  The  House  passed  it  without  any  op¬ 
position  whatever.  The  Senate  has  not  yet  passed  this  legislation 
establishing  a  centennial  commission  for  1962. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  suggest  that  this  committee  take  a  great  deal  of  lead¬ 
ership  in  cooperating  with  the  land-grant  colleges  in  the  centennial 
commission’s  assignment. 

The  Chairman.  The  bill  referred  to — did  it  pass  during  the  present 
session  of  the  Congress  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  I  think  it  passed  at  the  first  session  of  this  Congress. 

Mr.  Thackrey.  The  House  passed  it  last  year. 

The  Chairman.  It  is  now  in  the  Senate  ? 

Mr.  Thackrey.  Yes. 

The  Chairman.  Have  you  requested  hearings  ?  Or  has  anyone  else 
requested  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  in  support  of  the  legislation  ? 

Mr.  Thackrey.  It  has  been  reported  out  by  the  committee.  It  is  on  { 
the  Senate  calendar. 

The  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  have  you  explain  to  the  committee 
and  for  the  record  just  how  the  program  hap  liens  to  be  administered 
by  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Office  of  Education,  which  was 
previously  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  as  you  know,  is  now  in 
the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  which  has  for 
many  years  had  the  responsibility,  since  the  reorganization  of  the 
administrative  branches,  for  administering  the  funds  to  these  colleges. 
These  are  instructional  funds. 

What  sometimes  seems  confusing  is  the  apparent  contradiction  that 
this  particular  legislation,  or  these  funds,  are  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  whereas  we  come  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  of  the  House  and  of  the  Senate  to 
discuss  them. 

Well,  under  the  reorganization  of  Congress  the  agricultural  colleges 
and  matters  concerning  them  were  put  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Agricultural  Committees,  despite  the  fact  that  these  particular  funds 
are  not  for  agricultural  extension  and  agricultural  research  but  for 
instruction. 

How  the  allocation  of  the  responsibility  came  about,  I  do  not  know, 
but  the  allocation  of  the  responsibility  is,  in  part,  accidental. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Hoeven  lias  a  question. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Dr.  Caldwell,  have  you  given  any  consideration  to 
distributing  these  funds  on  the  basis  of  need  ? 

Regarding  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  they  first  get  the 
benefit  of  $50,000  under  the  second  Morrill  Act,  and  $20,000  under  the 
Bankhead- Jones  Act,  and  additional  money  on  the  basis  of  population. 

Does  Puerto  Rico  need  the  same  kind  of  assistance  as,  some  of  the 
overcrowded  institutions  in  the  States  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  sir.  Besides,  we  have  not  presumed  to  question 
the  formula  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act,  Mr.  Hoeven. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  They  are  getting  $70,000  to  start,  and  more,  based  on 
the  basis  of  population. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  We  are  putting  them  on  an  equal  basis  with  all  of 
the  other  States — and  Plawaii  and  Alaska — with  respect  to  the  flat 
grant,  and  then  they  will  participate  in  the  grants  in  the  amount  of 
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money  which  is  distributed  on  the  basis  of  the  population  formula  by 
precisely  the  same  population  tests  as  the  other  States  will  participate. 

Ihe  Chairman.  What  I  think  Mr.  Hoeven  has  in  mind,  is  where 
you  have  had  land-grant  colleges  for  almost  100  years,  or  50  years 
at  least,  m  some  of  these  States,  the  population  has  naturally  in¬ 
creased.  Now  you  start  Puerto  Rico  off  at  the  same  point  as  the  other 
institutions. 

Mr  Caldwell.  Of  course,  Puerto  Rico  was  in  the  second  Morrill 

ct,  but  not  m  the  Bankhead- J ones  Act.  All  I  could  say  is  that  the 
pressure  for  higher  education  in  Puerto  Rico  is  very  intense.  The 
formula  does  not  attempt  to  measure  the  relative  intensity  of  need 
in  this  stage. 

The  Chairman.  They  received  the  first  $50,000  under  the  Morrill 
Act  5 

I  Mr.  Caldwell.  It  was  $20,000. 

The  Chairman.  Whether  they  received  it  under  the  first  or  the  sec¬ 
ond  Morrill  Act,  they  received  the  benefit.  But  they  do  not  receive 
benefits  from  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes. 

Ihe  Chairman.  It  is  rather  strange  that  we  have  been  sitting  here 
year  after  year  and  nobody  has  come  forward  in  behalf  of  Puerto 
Rico  until  now. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  We  have  not  been  looking  after  them,  I  suppose,  on 
that.  They  should  have  petitioned  it  for  themselves. 

The  Chairman.  It  does  include  them  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Indeed,  it  does. 

A/rie  <CHATRMAN-  Maybe  the  need  now  is  greater  than  in  other  places. 

Mu  Caldwell.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  that  the  committee 
would  be  interested  to  know  that  there  has  been  recent  legislation  to 
place  in  Puerto  Rico,  in  conjunction  with  the  University  of  Puerto 
Rico,  an  atomic  reactor,  and  training  facilities,  which  it  is  hoped  will 
become  a  leading  training  facility— not  only  for  Puerto  Rico  and  its 
budding  scientists,  but  for  Latin  America. 

So  the  University  of  Puerto  Rico  has  not  only  status,  but  it  has  a 
)  tremendous  mission  to  perforin  in  that  country.  And  the  pressures  of 
enrollment  there  are  quite  real. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  How  about  Hawaii  and  Alaska  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Hawaii  and  Alaska  are  already  included  in  the 
legislation. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Is  the  need  in  Alaska  as  great  as  in  the  State  of  Iowa  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  I  simply  do  not  know  the  intensity  of  the  need. 
There  are  the  relative  needs. 

.  As  far  as  the  flat  grants  are  concerned,  this  is  the  way  the  legisla¬ 
tion  is  already  written.  We  are  not  changing  any  of  that  concept. 

The  Chairman.  On  the  basis  of  population  they  will  receive  far 
less  than  Puerto  Rico  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  I  assume  so,  yes. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  Do  I  understand  correctly  then— of  the  $9  million,  ap¬ 
proximately  $2  million  is  on  the  flat  basis  and  the  remaining  $7  mil¬ 
lion  is  on  the  population  basis  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  No,  sir.  Of  the  increases  proposed,  the  flat  grants 
:  will  total  $6,650,000  and  the  new  money  on  the  population  basis  will 
be  $2,798,000.  So,  of  the  increases  proposed,  it  is  roughly  2  to  1  be¬ 
tween  the  flat  grants  and  the  population  basis. 
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Mr.  Pirnie.  One  goes  on  the  population  basis  and  the  other  on  the 
flat  basis? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  Senator;  one  goes  on  the  population  base  and 
the  flat  grants  on  the  other  side. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Abernethy. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  I  should  let  the  record 
show  that  Chancellor  Caldwell  is  a  product  of  Mississippi  State  Col¬ 
lege  of  my  State,  and  one  of  the  prominent  educators  of  our  land,  and 
of  North  Carolina  State  College. 

The  Chairman.  You  should  not  be  embarrassed  by  telling  us  that. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr.  Caldwell.  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Abernethy. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  think  it  should,  also,  be  noted  on  the  record,  that 
North  Carolina  has  reciprocated  the  assistance  that  we  have  given  it 
by  sending  one  of  its  fine  educators  down  to  Mississippi  State. 

I  would  like  to  know,  Dr.  Caldwell,  if  you  have  brought  with  you 
a  table  showing  the  distribution  of  the  current  authorization  and  ap¬ 
propriation  for  this  purpose,  which  will  be  distributed  if  this  be¬ 
comes  law  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  In  each  State  ?  No,  we  have  not  brought  that  with 
us.  We  will  be  very  pleased  to  supply  that  to  the  committee.  And 
if  the  chairman  is  setting  a  second  hearing,  we  could  present  it  then. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  I  think  that  we  ought  to  have  it.  I  am  not  too 
much  impressed  with  the  distribution  of  funds  which  go  for  a  specific 
purpose  on  the  basis  of  population,  because  the  population  actually 
does  not  relate,  necessarily  to  that  which  is  in  these  institutions. 

Mr.  Albert  of  Oklahoma  raised  a  very  important  question  in  my 
judgment,  that  although  the  population  of  Oklahoma  has  been  rather 
stable  in  recent  years,  the  enrollment  at  Oklahoma  State  University, 
the  enrollment  there  has  so  enlarged,  so  that  if  the  funds  are  dis¬ 
tributed  on  the  basis  of  population  of  the  States,  even  though  Okla¬ 
homa  State  University  has  doubled  in  population  in  its  enrollments, 
I  do  not  understand  why  they  have  not  lost  money  under  this  act,  due 
to  the  fact  that  the  State  has  not  increased. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Mr.  Abernethy,  the  fact  is  that  percentagewise,  they 
have,  undoubtedly,  just  as  the  representation  in  Congress  has  been 
shifting  with  these  shifting  population  increases,  but  under  this 
proposal,  they  would  not  get  any  less. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  It  is  not  necessarily  to  benefit  the  population  in 
direct  benefits  to  the  populations.  The  funds  are  to  be  used  among  the 
students,  it  is  for  their  benefit,  and  for  the  land-grant  colleges  where 
they  are  enrolled. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That,  obviously,  is  what  it  is  for. 

I  would  like  to  see  those  figures. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  We  will,  certainly,  furnish  you  with  a  table  that 
will  be  an  approximation  of  these  figures. 

Let  me  say  again  that  we  have  not  attempted  to  challenge  the  basis 
on  which  these  funds  were  distributed  as  of  1935  in  the  Act. 

(The  information  referred  to  above  may  be  found  in  the  tables  on 
pp.  70-71. 

Mr.  Albert.  Will  you  yield  while  I  yield  ? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Yes. 
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Mr.  Albert.  First  of  all,  under  this  formula,  on  the  basis  of  infla¬ 
tionary  increase,  every  college  will  get  an  increase  in  funds  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Albert.  Regardless  of  whether  the  State  has  gained  or  lost  in 
population  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Albert.  Secondly,  in  addition  to  furnishing  us  with  a  break¬ 
down  of  the  distribution  among  the  colleges  and  universities,  could 
you  give  us  a  breakdown  of  what  the  difference  would  be  if  the  in¬ 
creases  were  made  on  the  basis  of  the  student  population,  rather  than 
on  the  basis  of  the  State’s  population  ? 

The  Chairman.  You  mean  the  student  population  in  the  colleges, 
do  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  The  enrollment  in  the  colleges  themselves  ? 

Mr.  Albert.  Yes,  sir.  Would  that  be  a  difficult  thing  to  do  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  No.  We  can  get  the  figures  on  the  enrollments  from 
the  Office  of  Education  and  we  can  make  an  approximation.  It  would 
not  be  an  official  interpretation. 

Mr.  Albert.  It  may  be  that  a  combination  of  the  two  would  provide 
an  index  of  this  student  enrollment  factor. 

(The  information  referred  to  above  may  be  found  in  tables  on 

pp.  81-82. 

The  Chairman.  Will  you  yield  ? 

Mr.  Albert.  Yes,  that  might  be  worth  considering. 

The  Chairman.  There  are  two  factors. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  first  factor  would  be  the  student  population 
in  the  land-grant  colleges,  because  that  does  put  it  on  the  basis  of  need, 
without  regard  to  the  general  population  in  any  particular  State.  I 
know  you  have  indicated  that  you  did  not  want  to  disturb  the  formula 
in  the  Morrill  Act,  but  you  want  to  amend  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act. 
If  we  amend  it,  why  could  we  not  authorize  this  distribution  on  the 
basis  of  the  student  population  in  the  land-grant  college  ?  I  believe 
that  would  be  literally  justified. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  I  did  not  know  whether  this  would  be  a  practical 
disadvantage  in  doing  it  that  way.  I  see  the  point  thoroughly  that 
you  are  trying  to  meet  the  needs,  which  is  in  terms  of  the  enrollment, 
rather  than  what  happened  to  be  the  fact  with  respect  to  the  popula¬ 
tion  of  the  State.  I  am  sure  that  I  would  assume  that  the  Congress 
was  thinking  of  simplicity  as  it  must  think  of  its  administration,  to 
some  extent,  whereas  we  take  a  census  every  10  years,  and  the  new 
one  is  coming  off  right  now  which  will  determine  the  distribution  by 
population  and  our  enrollments  are  going  to  be  shifting  and  changing 
every  year  from  now  on.  It  is  of  some  help  administratively  within 
the  institution  to  be  able  to  anticipate  the  amount  of  money  you  are 
going  to  get.  If  any  one  institution  would  like  to  anticipate  getting 
more  for  planning  its  budget  for  each  succeeding  biennium,  it  would 
be  a  little  difficult  to  be  relying  upon  a  particular  figure  in  1961,  and 
find  out  that  it  was  going  to  be  less  in  the  distribution  in  1953. 

I  still  think  that  your  point,  which  is  the  basis  of  the  discussion, 
is  quite  valid. 

The  Chairman.  You  would  have  the  outright  grants  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  The  flat  grants. 

The  Chairman.  The  flat  grants  ? 
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Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  and  the  other  would  be  the  variable. 

The  Chairman.  You  would  vary  it  as  the  population  increased  or 
changed. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Abernetiiy.  Does  the  question  of  enrollment  come  into  it  at 
all? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  Arernethy.  The  enrollment  factor  would  raise  a  question, 
would  it  not  and — we  use  a  lot  of  figures  that  so  many  have  been  en¬ 
rolled  on  a  certain  day  at  Mississippi  State,  at  the  university,  at  Missi¬ 
ssippi  Southern  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Caldavell.  That  is  exactly  it.  It  becomes  a  very  complicated 
thing. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Some  of  them  may  be  mail-order  students. 

Mr.  Caldavell.  Who  are  the  full-time  equivalent  of  enrollees  in 
the  institution. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  is  the  enrollment  at  North  Carolina  State? 

Mr.  Caldavell.  It  is  6,200  as  of  September  last  year. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  What  Avas  it  25  years  ago  ? 

Mr.  Caldavell.  TAventy-five  years  ago,  it  was  probably,  1,200. 

It  Avas  that  probably,  25  years  ago. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  That  has  been  an  increase  of  about  500  percent 
The  State  has,  certainly,  not  increased  that  much  in  population. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  No. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Will  you  yield  ? 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  May  I  ask  what  the  enrollment  might  be  in  1970,  just 
to  show  how  far  we  are  going  ? 

Mr.  Caldavell.  We  estimate  that  the  enrollment  provided  North 
Carolina  State  College  shares  its  percentage  in  the  enrollment  of  the 
public  colleges  and  universities,  as  it  does  today,  that  the  enrollment 
will  be  somewhere  between  12,000  and  14,000.  It  will  be  double  what 
it  is  today. 

Mr.  Dixon.  It  will  be  double  by  that  time  ? 

Mr.  Caldavell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  why  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  is  an  under¬ 
statement  that  the  request  is  “a  modest  one.”  It  is  not  enough. 

The  Chairman.  I  agree  with  you.  When  Dr.  Caldwell  first  brought 
the  matter  to  me,  it  impressed  me  very  much.  I  appreciate  your 
making  this  modest  approach ;  however,  that  should  not  prevent  you 
or  your  organization  from  coming  back  again  at  a  later  date  Avith 
something  else,  if  you  find  in  the  meantime  it  is  more  adAdsable. 

Mr.  Caldaatell.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Matthews.  In  that  connection,  I  notice,  Dr.  Caldwell,  you  are 
now  only  receiving  $5  million  of  these  funds  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Mattheavs.  Could  you  give  me  just  a  guess  as  to  what  per¬ 
centage  that  might  be  of  the  total  cost  that  you  have  in  this  great 
program  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Mr.  Andre  is  the  dean  of  the  School  of  Agriculture 
at  Iowa  State  College  who  will  ha\’e  some  figures  on  this  and  will 
answer  your  question,  Mr.  Matthews.  Let  me  not  anticipate  his 
testimony. 

Mr.  Matthews.  I  will  be  delighted  to  wait  for  him. 
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JJie  £nAIRMAX-  1  am  g°ing  to  call  Dr.  Andre  right  now 

Mr.  Matthews  Just  one  more  question.  I  do  not  know  whether 
Dr.  Caldwell  would  like  to  make  an  observation  about  this — it  is  not 
m  me  with  your  particular  testimony  which  I  have  enjoyed  very 
much,  and  have  been  very  enthusiastic  about  your  suggestions  in  your 
program.  At  the  University  of  Florida,  some  of  our  people  in  our 
graduate  schools  have  been  concerned  about  the  method  by  which 
ttiese  graduate  scholarships  are  awarded  under  the  National  Defense 
.education  Act.  Their  feeling  is  that  these  scholarships  should  be 
ay  ai  cled  pretty  much  on  the  basis  of  the  merit  of  the  existing  Gradua¬ 
tion  programs. 

As  I  understand,  the  first  year,  during  the  operation  of  the  act, 
the  institution  had  to  present  a  scholarship  program,  sometimes  one 
that  would  be  absolutely  new,  and  that  instead  of  the  scholarships 
being  awarded  on  the  basis  of  what  you  might  call  areas,  they  were 
awarded  on  the  basis  of  this  new  method  of  presenting  a  program  that 
is  entirely  new  and  something  that  is  entirely  different. 

As  I  say,  I  know  that  is  entirely  off  of  the  subject  that  you  came 
here  to  testify  about,  but  I  wonder  if  you  would  like  to  make  an 
observation  about  it. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  You  will  find  a  difference  of  opinion  on  this  point, 
to  begin  with,  on  the  basis  on  which  money  of  this  sort  should  be  dis¬ 
tributed,  but  it  was  clearly  one  of  the  objectives  of  the  act,  and  those 
administering  the  National  Defense  Education  Act  with  respect  to 
this  particular  title,  that  is,  the  distribution  of  funds  for  graduate 
fellowships,  to  strengthen  some  of  the  graduate  schools  in  institutions 
that  ao  not  now  get  the  bulk  of  the  graduate  students. 

What  we  have  found  in  too  many  porgrams  in  the  country,  not 
T  ederal  programs,  particularly,  but  foundation  grants,  et  cetera,  to 
those  who  have  shall  be  given,  and  there  has  been  a  constant,  almost 
an  overstrengthening  not  that,  precisely — an  oversupply  of  fellow- 
s  ups  in  some  of  the  stronger  institutions,  whereas  other  institutions 
which  were  almost  as  good  and  which  were  right  ready  for  some 
expansion,  and  to  move  up  into  the  top  ranks  and  needed  a' little  addi¬ 
tional  help,  m  the  way  of  fellowships,  for  example,  to  come  to  them. 

£>°  I  think  that  you  would  find  a  rather  strong  general  opinion 
that  the  present  pattern  is  good  and  not  bad. 

Mr.  Matthews.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  Chairman.  Dr.  Caldwell,  I  assume  that  agriculture  and  engi¬ 
neering  both  are  taught  in  all  of  these  land-grant  colleges  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  sir;  every  one  of  them. 

The  C  iiairman.  Let  me  ask  you  about  something  else. 

Has  there  not  been  a  lot  of  rivalry  between  the  land-grant  colleges 
anc\  °tnGT  universities  and  colleges  with  regard  to  teaching  certain 
subjects .  Have  not  some  of  these  colleges  gone  far  afield  and  tried 
to  add  certain  subjects  to  their  curriculums  not  originally  intended? 
You  mentioned  something  about  dentistry.  How  could  they  become 
involved  m  agricultural  engineering?  The  first  thing  you  know  it 
will  be  law,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  There  are  several  things  on  this.  Let  me  try  to 
make  it  short  by  saying  that  in  a  number  of  the  States,  about  one- 
half,  roughly,  the  land-grant  colleges  were  established  as  separate 
institutions,  separate  from  the  State  universities,  but  in  about  one- 
half  of  them  they  are  combined. 
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For  example,  at  the  University  of  Illinois,  that  is  the  land-grant 
State  University  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 

In  Oklahoma,  however,  you  have  the  University  of  Oklahoma  and 
Oklahoma  State  University,  the  latter  being  the  land-grant  institution. 

In  Mississippi  you  have  the  University  of  Mississippi  and  Missis¬ 
sippi  State  University.  That  was  originally  the  A.  &  M.  College,  and 
is  now  Mississippi  State,  which  is  the  land-grant  college. 

In  the  comprehensive  State  land-grant  college  you  have  medicine 
and  law  and  dentistry  and  everything  else,  too.  That  is  probably 
what  you  have  in  mind. 

Take  North  Carolina  State  College,  which  institution  is  techno¬ 
logical  entirely. 

The  Chairman.  You  would  not  want  dental  students  or  law  stu¬ 
dents,  would  you  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  It  would  be  foolish  for  us.  It  is  foolish  for  States 
to  duplicate  certain  programs  in  terms  of  the  need. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Pirnie. 

Mr.  Plrnie.  Is  it  not  true  that  the  present  land-grant  college  is 
carrying  other  subjects  which  are  sharply  different  from  the  land- 
grant  college  curriculums?  I  am  thinking  in  terms  of  Cornell  Uni¬ 
versity,  for  example. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Cornell  is  a  combined  private  and  public  institu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  The  land-grant  phase  is  not  confused  with  the  other 
operation,  is  it  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  The  best  way  to  answer  your  question  is  to  say  that 
at  the  professional  level  of  the  law  schools,  and  the  schools  of  den¬ 
tistry  and  of  medicine,  they  are  always  on  separate  budgets  in  every 
institution.  There  is  an  identified  budget  for  each  one  of  these  pro¬ 
fessional  schools. 

At  the  undergraduate  level,  the  freshmen  and  sophomores  for  ex¬ 
ample,  you  do  not  know  what  they  are  going  to  be — which  one  of  these 
channels  they  will  take  for  their  advanced  and  professional  work. 

So  in  your  classes  in  mathematics,  you  will  include  all  students. 
And  in  your  classes  in  chemistry  it  will  include  all  of  your  students. 
Such  would  also  be  true  of  physics. 

I  am  quite  certain  that  different  institutions  have  different  ways  of 
handling  their  students  from  the  freshman  and  sophomore  level  to  the 
junior  and  senior  level.  There  are  different  ways  of  organizing  their 
different  colleges  as  concerning  their  professional  staffs,  but  the  land- 
grant  college,  for  instructional  purposes,  very  generally  speaking, 
•come  into  the  undergraduate  budget  in  support  of  the  basic  sciences, 
such  as  mathematics  and  engineering. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  That  is  the  point  that  I  wanted  to  make,  that  there  had 
been  such  a  segregation  of  f  unds. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  So  that  the  original  concept  of  the  act  is  pretty  gen¬ 
erally  being  carried  out. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Gathings.  I  would  just  like  to  say  that  you  have  presented  a 
very  fine  statement  on  this  subject. 

Great  progress  was  made  at  the  University  of  Arkansas  under  your 
able  leadership,  and  we  disliked  so  much  that  you  saw  fit  to  go  to  a 
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larger  institution.  I  am  sure  that  if  you  had  remained  at  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Arkansas  it  would  grow  to  be  almost  as  large  as  the  one  vou 
now  serve.  J 

Mr.  Caldwell.  You  are  very  kind,  Mr.  Gathings. 

Mr.  Gathings.  You  state  that  there  has  been  no  additional  authori¬ 
zation  made  to  this  act  for  25  years.  I  wonder  why  something;  has  not 
been  done  prior  to  this  time— why  the  effort  has  not  been  made  to  in¬ 
crease  it. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  I  am  afraid  that  I  cannot  take  credit  for  generating 
this  idea.  I  cannot  tell  you  why  it  has  not  been  made.  There  was  a 
stretch  between  1910  and  1935  when  nothing  was  done.  So  taking  it 
on  the  basis  of  25-year  steps,  we  are  on  schedule. 

The  Chairman.  The  fact  that  you  came  here  from  North  Carolina 

and  your  colleague  came  here  from  Iowa  was  just  coincidental,  was  it 
nor*  5 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Just  coincidental.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  I  should  like  to  know  whether  or  not 
you  have  any  figures  on  what  percentage  of  the  teacher’s  salary  in  the 
land  grant  college  is  now  paid  by  the  Federal  Government. 

,/rMr;  Caldwell  I  have  no  such  total.  Again,  the  testimony  that 
-Andre  will  bring  to  you  will  indicate  what  the  total  is  at  Iowa 
State  University.  I  must  say  that  this  would  be  or  could  be  a  fairlv 
valid  picture  for  most  of  the  institutions. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  What  would  that  be  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Mr.  Andre  can  give  you  that  information. 

I  he  Chairman.  I  will  recognize  Dr.  Andre  now. 

First,  Mr.  Hoe  veil  would  like  to  make  some  remarks. 

Mr.  IToeven.  I  take  a  great  deal  of  pride  in  presenting  to  you  Dr. 
I  loyd  Andre  of  the  College  of  Agriculture  of  Iowa  State  University. 

Dr.  Andre  is  well  known  in  agricultural  circles.  He  is  one  of  the 
leading  agricultural  authorities  in  the  United  States  today. 

I  am  very  happy  to  have  you  here,  Dr.  Andre. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  very  glad  to  hear  from  you  now. 

STATEMENT  OF  DEAN  FLOYD  ANDRE,  COLLEGE  OF  AGRICULTURE, 

IOWA  STATE  UNIVERSITY 


Mr.  Andre.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  what  I 
would  like  to  do  is  to  give  you  an  example  or  two  of  what  has  happened 
m  Iowa  from  1935  and  again  in  1960. 

In  1935  in  Iowa,  the  State  of  Iowa  contributed  to  Iowa  State  Col¬ 
lege,  which  is  now  the  State  university,  $2,175,000,  at  which  time  we 
had  4,412  students  at  Iowa  State. 

This  year  the  State  of  Iowa  is  contributing  $11,500,00  for  9,252 
students;  in  other  words,  our  student  population  has  doubled  since 
1935  at  Iowa  State,  and  the  State  support  has  increased  almost  sixfold. 

Now,  with  reference  to  the  second  Morrill  funds,  in  1935,  these  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  which  Dr.  Caldwell  has  referred  to,  amounted  to  4.8  per¬ 
cent.  This  year  they  will  amount  to  1.1  percent. 

As  to  these  funds  which  are  being  discussed  this  morning,  in  1935, 
to  show  you  that  the  State  has  kept  up  with  this,  Iowa’s  contribution 
for  teaching  was  72  percent  of  the  teaching  budget,  and  the  remainder 
coming  from  fees,  from  these  Federal  funds,  and  from  other  sources. 
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This  year,  1960,  the  State  of  Iowa’s  contribution  is  73  percent.  In 
other  words,  it  is  the  same,  you  might  say,  in  those  25  years. 

So,  therefore,  these  funds  are  very  important  to  us,  because,  at  least, 
they  would  help  bring  in  line  the  Federal  fluids  with  the  State  funds. 

Mr.  Matthews.  As  I  understand  it,  sir,  insofar  as  these  Morrill 
Act  funds  are  concerned,  you  get  just  a  little  over  1  percent  of  your 
total  from  them? 

Mr.  Andre.  1.1  percent. 

Mr.  Matthews.  I  think  that  is  the  important  figure  to  emphasize. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  It  is  not  quite  clear  to  me  who  makes 
up  the  difference.  I  understood  you  to  say  that  the  State  of  Iowa  pays 
about  73  percent. 

Mr.  Andre.  We  charge  registration  fees.  And  then  there  are  funds 
we  get  where  people  leave  us  land,  or  leave  us  money.  And  then  in¬ 
terest  comes  in.  We  have  that. 

Mr.  Poage  (presiding).  I  do  not  want  to  criticize  the  practice  of 
any  of  the  various  institutions,  but  you  just  pointed  out  that  Iowa 
State  carries  many  of  these  same  courses  as  the  university.  A  great 
many  of  the  colleges  are  doing  that.  Some  of  the  A.  &  M.  colleges 
are  doing  that. 

It  seems  to  me  that  has  a  great  deal  of  significance.  You  are  doing 
everything  that  the  State  university  is  doing— are  you  not  running 
in  competition  with  them  ? 

Mr.  Andre.  I  will  talk  about  Iowa,  because  I  know  that. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  can  talk  about  Iowa.  I  know  that  it  is  happen¬ 
ing  in  many  other  States,  too. 

Mr.  Andre.  Actually,  I  think  that  there  are  only  about  three  land- 
grant  institutions  left  that  have  not  changed  their  name  to  university. 

So  far  as  Iowa  State  is  concerned,  we  do  not  expect  to  go  into 
medicine.  We  do  not  expect  to  go  into  law.  They,  certainly,  should 
be  at  the  university. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  are  teaching  English,  are  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Andre.  Yes,  sir.  We  have  an  English  department. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  you  have  all  of  the  social  graces  that  the  university 
has,  do  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Andre.  No,  sir;  we  do  not  have  graduate  programs  in  English 
or  in  history. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  do  not  ? 

Mr.  Andre.  Or  in  languages — no,  sir,  nor  in  political  science.  And 
we  do  not  expect  to  have,  because  the  State  of  Iowa  cannot  afford  to 
have  two  institutions  duplicating  programs  in  that  way. 

However,  there  are  certain  programs  that  do  duplicate  each  other. 
Some  of  them  may  be  for  the  public  good. 

Iowa  State  University  does  teach  engineering,  and  has  about  500 
students.  We  have  about  3,300  students  in  engineering. 

They  have  a  small  department  of  home  economics,  and  we  have  a 
very  large  department  of  home  economics.  But  this  name  “univer¬ 
sity,”  I  would  suppose  was  from  pressure  from  people  out  in  the  State 
to  change  the  name,  rather  than  pressure  from  the  staff  members, 
largely  because  these  people  were  doing  more  traveling  to  Europe,  and 
in  Europe  if  you  say  that  you  are  from  a  college,  why,  they  look  down 
on  it  for  some  reason. 
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And  one  of  the  people  who  pushed  that  very  hard  was  Mrs.  Ray¬ 
mond  Thayer,  who  is  a  graduate  of  Simpson’s  College,  and  she  would 
even  say  Simpson  University. 

Mr.  Dixon.  A  college  does  not  have  the  status  of  a  university.  In 
some  ways,  the  term  “college”  is  a  misnomer. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  Am  I  right  or  wrong  that  there  is  an 
institution  across  the  river  from  Boston  that  is  called  a  college,  or 
have  they  changed  it  to  university  ? 

Mr.  Quie.  I  understand,  Dr.  Caldwell,  that  you  represent  not  only 
the  land-grant  universities,  but  the  State  universities  as  well.  Do 
they  not  need  help  as  much  as  the  land-grant  colleges  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  I  think  they  do,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  but  you  have  to 
start  fresh  on  legislation  to  accomplish  that.  The  land-grant  institu¬ 
tion  is  in  the  position  of  their  arms  around  us,  and  we  with  our  arms 
around  them.  We  do  not  want  to  deny  participation  in  any  program 
of  Federal  aid  to  higher  education.  We  would  encourage  it,  as  a 
matter  of  fact.  We  stand  shoulder  to  shoulder  with  them  on  that. 

We  go  back  to  a  position  in  our  institutions  as  they  were  inaugu¬ 
rated  by  Federal  action  and  which  have  been  supported  in  the  past  by 
explicit  actions  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  and  we  are 
trying  to  bring  that  up  to  date. 

Mr.  Matthews.  Will  you  yield  in  that  connection  ? 

Mr.  Quie.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matthews.  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  I  know  we  all  recog¬ 
nize  there  are  many  programs  that  universities  participate  in.  There 
is  the  GI  bill  of  rights,  where  they  pay  the  fees,  when  they  go  into  the 
institutions,  and  there  is  the  dormitory  loan  program,  where  they 
borrow  money  for  that  purpose. 

I  am  opposed  to  a  general  Federal  aid  to  education  bill  for  public 
school  construction,  but  I  am  all  for  this  proposed  measure. 

Mr.  Quie.  It  does  seem  to  me  that  we  are  trying  to  expand  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  into  higher  education.  And  it  does  seem  to  me  that 
we  ought  to  give  the  support  to  all  areas  of  higher  education,  rather 
than  to  a  specific  area. 

Do  you  think  that  it  is  a  wise  proposal  to  change  the  provision 
governing  the  amount  that  each  land-grant  college  gets,  to  a  propor¬ 
tion  of  their  increased  enrollment?  Would  there  not  be  a  tendency 
in  the  situation  where  the  land-grant  college  and  the  State  university 
are  one  to  make  certain  that  all  of  these  students  went  through  some 
courses  in  the  land-grant  college,  so  that  they  could  all  be  called 
students  in  the  land-grant  college,  and  thereby  get  more  Federal 
funds  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  I  must  add  that  there  would  be  more  complications 
than  we  can  see  in  this  very  quick  analysis  of  an  enrollment  formula. 
We  would  not,  in  the  first  place,  advocate  that  you  count  the  enroll¬ 
ment  in  English  and  physics  and  mathematics  as  a  method  of  deter¬ 
mining  it.  This  is  one  factor  that  does  not  measure  into  simple 
numbers  of  students. 

Here  is  an  enrollment  that  at  one  institution  has  6,000  students,  we 
will  say,  with  1,000  graduate  students,  among  those  6,000  students. 
And  here  is  another  institution  with  6,000  students  that  has  maybe 
200  graduate  students  in  the  6,000  students. 


28 


INCREASED  FUNDS  FOR  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 


The  costs  involved  in  the  first  institution  obviously  are  very  much 
greater  than  they  are  in  the  second  institution.  It  probably  costs  at 
least  six  times  plus  student  credit  hours  or  more  to  operate  and  train 
and  educate  students  at  the  graduate  level  than  it  does  in  the  fresh¬ 
man  and  sophomore  years,  for  example. 

So  these  formulas  can  be  oversimplified  in  terms  of  enrollment 
and  not  actually  measure  the  need  as  much  as  we  think  they  might 
sometimes. 

On  this  question  that  you  have  reopened,  may  I  add  what  we  are 
proposing  here  on  the  increase  of  the  fiat  grants,  which  is  the  heaviest 
portion  of  this  money,  it  would  protect  the  States  against,  for  example, 
in  Oklahoma  where  they  have  been  hurt,  where  they  have  a  diminish¬ 
ing  population  but  an  increase  in  enrollment  at  the  land-grant  college, 
and  the  heavier  portion  of  this  being  lodged  in  the  flat  grant  sum, 
which  would  protect  that  institution  against  the  population  formula, 
to  some  extent. 

I  do  not  quite  know  how  to  handle  the  enrollment  formula.  I  think 
that  we  are  playing  with  something  that  is  very  difficult  to  apply  when 
we  get  into  the  enrollment  program. 

Mr.  Quie.  What  percentage  of  the  cost  of  the  salaries  were  financed 
with  Federal  appropriations — how  much  would  that  1.1  percent  be 
increased,  if  we  passed  this  bill  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  I  do  not  know  what  the  Federal  share  would  be 
proportionately.  The  flat  grants  to  each  State  would  be  increased 
by  $130,000,  and  then  another  $2,500,000  would  be  distributed  on  the 
basis  of  population.  I  do  not  know  what  that  would  amount  to  in 
the  State  of  Iowa. 

Mr.  Andre.  It  would  bring  it  up  to  around  4  percent,  just  as  a  rough 
estimate. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  I  want  to  bring  your  attention  to  the  military  training 
aspect,  because  I  believe  that  it  is  true  that  that  is  one  phase  of  our 
program  that  is  producing  officer  material  on  the  basis  that  the  Federal 
Government  can  use  that  at  the  lowest  possible  unit  cost;  is  that 
correct  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  sir;  it  is. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  And  that  continues  to  function  very  effectively.  I 
think  that  we  ought  to  keep  that  in  mind  as  being  one  of  the  basic 
intents  of  the  land-grant  institutions. 

Mr.  McIntire.  You  referred  to  the  period  from  1935  to  1959.  I 
know  that  the  tuition  fees  in  the  land-grant  colleges  have  gone  up, 
but  by  how  much  ? 

Mr.  Andre.  I  can  give  it  to  you  again  from  the  standpoint  of  Iowa 
State.  We  are  on  a  quarter  system,  with  three  quarters  a  year,  12 
weeks  per  quarter. 

In  1945  our  regular  registration  fee  was  $14  a  quarter,  and  three 
times  $14  for  the  9  months.  And  now  it  is  $71  a  quarter. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Does  the  State  of  Iowa  rate  among  the  lower  ones? 

Mr.  Andre.  I  would  say  that  we  are  low.  The  highest  one  in  the 
Big  Eight  at  the  present  time,  as  I  recall,  but  we  are  low  compared 
to  some  of  the  more  expensive  schools,  such  as  the  University  of  Wis¬ 
consin,  for  instance,  or  the  University  of  Minnesota,  and  some  of  the 
others. 

Mr.  Abernethy.  Dr.  Caldwell,  this  question  comes  to  mind. 
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Wrs  it;  the  intention  of  the  act  that  the  funds  allocated  under  this 
be  used  m  the  subjects  related  to  agriculture  ? 

And  the  mechanical  arts,  and  subjects  related  there¬ 
to,  that  is  the  language  of  the  act. 

Mr.  Abernetht.  In  the  handling  of  the  funds  at  this  college  level 
aie  those  funds  used  for  all  purposes  in  the  colleges— in  the  land- 

SSSr  flmdS  MrmM'ked  f°r  primarily, 

Mr.  Caldwell.  No,  sir. 

I)oes  ifc  through  any  general  formula  and  is  it 
provided6?1  f°r  aU  purp°SeS  111  such  ProPortion  and  percentages  as  are 

Mr.  Caldwell  The  accounting  procedures  may  differ  from  one  in¬ 
stitution  to  another  but  I  think  that  I  can  describe  what  is  typical 
extent  these  particular  funds  become  indistinguishable 
from  other  salary  funds  available  to  the  institutions  at  the  under 
graduate  level.  But  the  people  who  are  running  that,  the  budget  of- 
fices,  who  are  allocating  the  funds  to  the  various  expenditures  of  the 
institutions,  make  certain  that  these  expenditures  are  placed  in  those 
departments  which  are  engineering,  agriculture  or  related  thereto 
Mr.  Abernethl  What  is  the  budget  at  North  Carolina  * 

Mr.  Caldwell.  The  total  budget  is  nearly  $20  million 
Again  you  get  into  semantic  problems.  '  The  total  budget  includes 
all  of  the  auxiliary  activities.  The  State  appropriation  to  the  colleo-e 
comes  to  nearly  $10  million.  college 

Act11"'  Ahervfthy-  wpat  amount  comes  to  it  from  the  Morrill 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Well,  $94,000. 

Mr.  Abernetht.  A  little  less  than  1  percent. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Abernetht  While  you  say  that  it  is  enough  to  be  welcome  and 

appreciated,  it  is  still  not  a  substantial  figure. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  That  is  right,  just  as  $130,000  does  not  look  like 
much,  but  if  I  had  $130,000  additional  to  spend  the  second  year  of 
this  biennium  for  example  in  the  budget  of  North  Carolina  State 
College,  I  could  give  130  faculty  members  a  $1,000  raise 
Mr.  Abernetht.  That  is  all,  thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you  gentlemen  very  much. 

Are  there  any  further  questions  ? 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Andre.  Thank  you. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Dean  Floyd  Andre,  follows :) 

Statement  of  Dean  Floyd  Andre 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Floyd  4.ndre  dean  of 
agriculture  at  Iowa  State  University  of  Science  and  Technology  at  Ames  Iowa 
I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  your  committee  on  behalf  of  the 
M76.  n  °f  Land'Grant  Co,leges  and  Universities  in  support  of 

II.  BACKGROUND 

This  bill  as  introduced  into  the  House  of  Representatives  on  March  3  1960 
by  Congressman  Harold  Cooley  would  amend  section  22  of  the  Bankhead’-Jones 

- 5 


56201—60 


30 


INCREASED  FUNDS  FOR  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 


Act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  appropriations  to  the  land-grant  colleges 
and  universities  for  resident  teaching. 

The  second  Morrill  Act  and  the  amendment  to  it  (1890,  1907)  and  the  Bank- 
head- Jones  Act  (1935)  now  provide  a  total  of  $5,051,500  in  direct  annual  grants 
to  the  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  solely  for  instructional  purposes. 
These  resident  teaching  grants  to  the  land-grant  institutions  are  distributed 
in  two  ways. 

1.  A  flat,  equal  amount  to  each  institution. 

2.  Another  portion  on  the  basis  of  population. 

III.  REASONS  FOR  REQUESTING  INCREASE  IN  AID 

The  last  of  these  grants  (the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  of  1935)  was  enacted  25 
years  ago.  The  grants  have  continued  at  the  same  level  since.  Surely  this 
fact  in  itself  is  reason  for  a  fresh  examination  of  the  aid  level  in  1960. 

However,  there  are  four  other  relevant  reasons  for  requesting  an  increase. 

1.  Since  1935,  the  Nation’s  population  has  grown  from  about  127  million  to 
the  present  180  million.  In  other  words,  the  population  has  expanded  42  percent. 

2.  Costs  of  teaching  have  increased  greatly  since  1935.  States  have  appro¬ 
priated  more  funds  to  the  land-grant  colleges  to  help  offset  these  increased  costs 
and  larger  enrollments.  At  Iowa  State  in  1935,  for  example,  in  Iowa  there  was 
available  $2,175,874  toward  the  operation  of  the  institution,  at  which  time  our 
enrollment  was  4,412  students. 

This  year  the  State  appropriation  is  $11,553,000,  and  the  enrollment  is  9,252. 
Whereas  the  enrollment  has  slightly  more  than  doubled,  State  support  has  in¬ 
creased  sixfold. 

Likewise,  one  can  compare  the  percentage  contributed  by  the  State  toward 
instructional  work  in  1935  which  was  $1,555,400  out  of  a  total  of  $2,175,874,  or 
72  percent.  In  1935,  the  Federal  aid  to  teaching  at  Iowa  State  was  $105,622 
(including  Smith-Hughes)  or  4.8  percent  of  the  total.  This  year  1960,  out  of  a 
total  of  $11,179,196  the  State  appropriated  $8,175,821,  or  73  percent;  whereas 
only  1.1  percent  came  from  Federal  funds. 

3.  Resident  enrollments  in  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  increased  from 
about  190,000  in  1936  to  about  650,000  currently.  Graduate  enrollment  in  these 
institutions  increased  from  about  15,000  to  about  75,000  during  the  same  period. 
In  other  words,  enrollment  in  the  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  has  more 
than  tripled  since  1935.  Graduate  enrollment  has  increased  about  fivefold. 

4.  Not  only  do  we  have  this  mushrooming  enrollment,  but  in  the  last  few 
years,  as  you  are  all  well  aware  I  am  sure,  we  have  seen  develop  a  keener  and 
more  intense  interest  in  the  quality  of  education.  People  are  becoming  more 
and  more  aware  of  the  tremendous  power  of  education  in  the  race  for  survival. 
We  should  be  grateful  for  this  renewed  interest  in  education  and  for  the  rea¬ 
lization  that  we  must  be  able  to  meet  the  demands  of  our  changing  world  in  our 
educational  institutions  to  insure  survival.  The  dimensions  of  our  educational 
task  today  are  great. 

IV.  EXPLANATION  OF  PROPOSED  LEGISLATION 

The  increase  proposed  for  resident  instruction  in  House  bill  H.R.  10876  is 
based  only  upon  the  inflation  factor  and  the  population  factor.  The  amounts 
of  the  1935  formula  would  be  increased  by  100  percent  on  account  of  inflation 
and  40  percent  on  account  of  population  growth.  Such  an  increase  would  be 
distributed  according  to  the  statutory  formula.  An  analysis  of  the  computations 
used  to  arrive  at  the  amounts  proposed  in  the  bill  is  as  follows  : 

1.  The  present  total  of  flat  grants  to  each  State  is  $70,000,  which  includes 
$50,000  each  under  Morrill-Nelson  and  $20,000  each  under  Bankhead-Jones. 
(Puerto  Rico  is  omitted  under  the  latter  act.)  The  proposal  is  to  increase  the 
total  for  each  State  by  $130,000  and  also  to  bring  Puerto  Rico  into  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act.  Thus,  the  authorization  for  flat,  equal  grants  would  be  increased 
from  $1  million  under  Bankhead-Jones  to  a  total  of  $7,650,000,  which  total  would 
include  Puerto  Rico.  The  amount  of  increase  is  $6,650,000,  which  is  $130,000 
times  51  plus  $20,000  (to  remedy  Puerto  Rico’s  position  in  Bankhead-Jones). 

2.  The  present  total  of  grants  distributed  on  the  basis  of  population  is 
$1,501,500.  An  increase  in  this  amount  by  100  percent  plus  40  percent  would 
bring  this  total  to  $4,204,200,  which  we  would  round  out  to  $4,300,000,  repre¬ 
senting  an  increase  of  $2,798,500. 
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3.  Thus,  the  total  appropriations  would  be  as  follows 

From  Morrill  Act _ 

From  Bankhead- Jones : 

Present _ 

Increases  proposed : 

Flat  grants _ 

Population  basis _ 

Subtotal _ 


$2, 550,  000 
2,  501,  500 

2,  798,500 
6,  650,000 

9,  448,  500 


Grand  total 


14,  500,  000 


V.  CONCLUSION 

In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  underline  the  reasons  why  I 
believe  this  adjustment  in  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  should  be  adopted 

1.  The  grant  has  not  been  changed  during  the  last  25  years. 

2.  During  this  period  the  Nation‘s  population  has  expanded  by  42  percent. 

3.  The  100  percent  inflation  which  has  occurred  in  the  last  25  years  has  greatly 
diminished  the  real  worth  of  the  grant. 

4.  The  land-grant  institutions  are  tremendously  hard-pressed  in  maintaining 

farst-class  teaching  faculties  in  the  face  of  much  higher  salaries  offered  bv 
industry.  J 

5.  Student  enrollment  in  land-grant  institutions  is  more  than  three  times 
greater  than  in  1935,  and  still  greater  increases  are  in  the  immediate  offing. 

6.  In  our  struggle  for  national  survival,  our  Nation  can  find  no  wiser  invest- 

ment  than  to  support  high  quality  instruction  in  its  institutions  of  higher 
learning.  ® 

May  I  again  express  my  deep  appreciation,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  you  and  to  this 
committee,  for  your  graciousness  in  permitting  me  to  testify  in  support  of  this 

.  The  Chairman.  We  will  next  hear  from  Mr.  Johnson,  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Farmers  Union. 

We  are  very  glad  to  have  you  with  us,  Mr.  Johnson.  You  may 
proceed. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  am  Reuben  Johnson  of  the  National  Farmers 
Union.  I  come  before  the  committee  as  a  very  humble  witness  follow¬ 
ing  two  distinguished  administrators  of  land-grant  institutions  I 
have  a  brief  page  and  a  half  statement  which  I  would  like  to  present 
!  as  you  see  fit. 

The  Chairman.  Suppose  you  read  your  prepared  statement. 

STATEMENT  OP  NATIONAL  FARMERS  UNION,  PRESENTED  BY 
REUBEN  R.  JOHNSON,  WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

H.R.  10876  and  similar  bills  afford  the  opportunity  to  give  Federal 
help  for  the  support  of  basic  fundamental  science  and  its  applications 
m  agriculture,  engineering,  and  veterinary  medicine  at  a  time  when 
it  is  badly  needed  to  upgrade  and  augment  teaching  staffs  of  our 
;  land-grant  colleges  and  universities. 

Since  1890,  the  Congress  has  appropriated  annually  funds  for  in¬ 
struction  in  land-grant  institutions  to  supplement  the  endowment  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Morrill  Act  of  1862.  These  funds  have  not  been  increased 
since  1935.  The  annual  appropriation  totals  $5,501,500,  distributed 
partly  on  a  flat  amount  per  State  and  partly  on  the  basis  of  total 
population. 
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There  has  been  a  40  percent  increase  in  population  since  1935  and 
the  general  level  of  prices  has  approximately  doubled.  As  we  under¬ 
stand  it,  the  proposal  is  to  increase  the  grants  for  teaching  by  apply¬ 
ing  factors  representing  the  population  increase,  and  the  increase 
in  prices.  This  would  result  in  an  increase  of  about  $9.5  millions. 
If  the  increase  in  student  enrollment  were  used  instead,  the  increase 
would  be  nearer  $30  million. 

The  land-grant  institutions  supply  a  high  percentage  of  the  trained 
people  for  all  our  agricultural  activities:  research  personnel,  soil 
conservation  technicians,  vocational  agriculture  teachers,  extension 
agents  and  the  veterinarians  who  do  so  much  both  in  the  field  of  ani¬ 
mal  health  and  human  health. 

Farm  families  continue  to  rely  heavily  on  land-grant  colleges  and 
universities  for  information  through  trained  personnel  referred  to 
above  and  also  for  educating  farm  youth  in  these  and  other  occupa¬ 
tional  pursuits. 

F rom  such  institutions  come  a  high  percentage  of  our  best  trained 
mathematicians,  chemists,  physicists,  and  engineers;  our  experts  in 
plant  culture  and  plant  diseases  ;  entomologists,  bacteriologists.  They 
train  a  high  percentage  of  the  future  teachers  in  both  our  high  schools 
and  colleges,  and  many  for  elementary  education  as  well.  They 
supply  about  a  third  of  the  Regular  and  Reserve  officers  for  our  armed 
services. 

You  all  know  of  the  great  increase  in  all  these  activities  which  use 
the  graduates  of  the  land-grant  institutions  in  the  past  25  years. 
Federal  support  of  and  demand  for  research  in  science  and  engineer¬ 
ing,  in  human  and  animal  health  and  in  conservation  has  multiplied 
at  least  a  hundredfold  in  the  past  25  years.  Yet  nothing  has  been 
done  by  the  National  Government  to  help  pay  the  cost  of  educating 
the  people  who  perform  these  services  on  which  we  as  a  nation  depend 
so  heavily. 

In  the  next  10  years  college  enrollments  are  expected  to  double. 
This  is  because  we  have  many  more  young  people  in  proportion  to 
our  total  population  than  we  used  to  have,  and  because  advanced 
education  is  more  essential  for  many  careers  than  it  used  to  be.  The 
land-grant  institutions,  as  public  universities,  will  be  expected  to  care 
for  a  substantial  proportion  of  that  increase.  Their  graduate  schools, 
which  have  grown  about  500  percent  since  1935,  now  train  40  per¬ 
cent  of  all  people  at  the  highest  level.  The  increase  in  teaching  funds 
called  for  in  these  bills  represents  only  a  small  fraction  of  the  total 
which  will  be  required.  But  it  will  represent  at  least  $100,000  to  the 
land-grant  institutions  of  each  State,  plus  an  additional  sum  based 
on  population.  This  represents  a  relatively  small  amount  but  it  may 
make  the  difference  between  keeping  many  highly  qualified  men  and 
women  in  college  teaching  and  having  them  seek  more  remunerative 
employment. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  National 
Fanners  Union,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  we  urge  you  to  approve  H.R. 
10876. 

The  Chairman.  We  certainly  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Johnson, 
for  your  interest  and  for  your  appearance  here. 
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Mr.  Gathings.  There  is  one  point  in  connection  with  the  next  to 
the  last  paragraph  of  your  statement,  where  you  state 


gsr  £  at  ss 

coue&e  teaching  and  having  them  seek  more  remunerative  employment. 

wlmlheriSDr  rSdSSf  "u7  1  i™fc  wondered 

at  thispoint  °  ld  U  d  elaborate  a  llttle  more  on  that  feature 

Mr'  Caldwell.  Mr.  Gathings,  the  teaching  profession  has  from 
the  cradles  to  the  grave,  that  is  from  the  primary  grades  right  on 

ranksgand°  ^  ^raduate  school,  before  the  task  of  attracting  into  its 
ranks  and  holding  m  its  ranks— those  are  two  problems  that  we 

have-first-class  people.  And  there  is  not  any  quest  on  but  whit 
salary  is  a  big  factor  in  the  problem.  question  out  wnat 

We  can  establish  fine  conditions  of  work  and  all  of  the  atmosphere 

salaries  ^ ?°nd?r’  but  We  Sti11  have  to  have 

co  leImiesAbnt  tL  qijestwn  111  my  mmd  or  in  those  of  my 
o  leagiies,  but  that  the  profession  must  share  more— I  would  not 

ivl  fj’iitably,  but  more  impressively  in  the  total  wealth  of  this  coun- 

pectsfofit.her  6duCatl0n  18  to  have  the  strength  that  the  country  ex- 

Mr.  Gathings.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  very  significant,  that  in  order 
t( n  Ugher  Personnel,  we  will  have  to  pay  for  them. 

Mr  Caldwell.  The  Ford  Foundation  study  of  3  years  ago  com¬ 
pared  salaries  of  the  administrators  and  professors7  and  associate 
professors  and  so  on  m  the  colleges,  from  1904  to  1954,  and  showed 
•  ow  restively  and  absolutely  in  terms  of  purchasing  power  the  teach- 

^  ^  this  We  do  not  think ThS  the 

.Nation  can  afford  to  let  that  continue. 

Mr.  Gathings.  Particularly  in  a  field  like  this. 

Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Gathings.  It  would  be  very  necessary  here 
Mr.  Caldwell.  Yes. 

Mr.  Gathings.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  we  thank  you 
veiy  much,  Mr.  Johnson.  And  we  again  thank  the  other  two  gentle- 

3X1611. 

The  committee  will  now  stand  adjourned. 

(Thereupon,  at  11 :40  a.m.,  the  committee  was  adjourned.) 
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TUESDAY,  MAY  24,  1960 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Agriculture, 

W ashing  ton,  D.C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  1310,  New 
House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Plarold  D.  Cooley  (chairman)  presiding 

Present:  Representatives  Cooley,  Poage,  Grant,  Gathings,  Albert' 
Abbitt,  Thompson,  Jones  of  Missouri,  Johnson  of  Wisconsin,  Coach 
Breeding,  Stubblefield,  McSween,  Hogan,  Levering,  Hoeven,  Dague, 
Mclntme,  Dixon,  Teague  of  California,  Quie,  Short,  Pirnie,  and  Latta. 

Also  present:  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  clerk;  Hyde  H.  Murray 
assistant  clerk;  and  Francis  M.  LeMay,  consultant.  ’ 

The  Chairman.  The  committee  will  please  be  in  order. 

Do  you  desire  to  make  a  statement,  Mr.  Monagan  ?  If  so,  please 
come  forward. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  S.  MONAGAN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 

CONGRESS  FROM  THE  FIFTH  CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICT  OF 

THE  STATE  OF  CONNECTICUT 

Mr.  Monagan.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
want  to  express  my  support  of  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974.  And  I 
would  like  permission  of  the  committee  to  file  a  statement  for  the 
record  at  this  time. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection,  you  may  file  your  statement. 
We  have  been  glad  to  have  you  appear  here. 

Mr.  Monagan.  Thank  you  very  much. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Hon.  John  S.  Monagan  follows:) 

Statement  of  Hon.  John  S.  Monagan,  Member  of  Congress,  Fifth 
District  of  Connecticut 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  support  H.R.  10876  and  H.R 
iuy  i  *±. 

These  bills  provide  for  grants  to  land-grant  institutions  of  learning. 

The  last  appropriated  grants  to  land-grant  institutions  were  established  24 
years  ago.  It  needs  no  extended  demonstration  to  prove  that  the  levels  of  aid 
established  in  1935  are  completely  inadequate  today. 

The  change  in  population,  the  depreciation  of  the  dollar,  and  all  the  other 
economic  charges  which  have  taken  place  since  the  midthirties  have  been  met  in 
many  fields,  but  in  this  vital  section  of  education,  we  are  still  back  in  the 
midst  of  the  depression. 

Our  society  is  daily  making  greater  demands  on  our  educational  system.  Wo 
are  requiring  more  college  graduates.  We  are  upgrading  many  jobs  to  require 
higher  degrees  and  we  are  increasing  the  number  of  jobs  with  these  require¬ 
ments. 
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One  of  the  areas  most  frequently  cited  as  the  most  critical  in  our  struggle 
■with  the  Communist  system  is  that  of  education.  Surely  we  must  leave  no  stone 
unturned  in  our  efforts  to  strengthen  and  improve  our  system  and  I  submit  that 
adjusting  our  grants  to  land-grant  institutions  to  conform  to  realistic  modern 
standards  as  proposed  by  these  bills  provides  a  possible  and  necessary  step. 

President  A.  N.  Jorgensen  of  the  University  of  Connecticut  has  communicated 
with  me  about  these  bills  and  he  strongly  supports  them  and  urges  their  adoption. 

I  am  happy  to  support  them,  too,  and  I  urge  the  committee  to  take  favorable 
action  upon  them. 


The  Chairman.  And  without  objection,  the  several  letters  that  we 
have  received  from  a  number  of  leading  universities  will  be  inserted 
into  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  letters  received  from  the  University  of  Kentucky,  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Tennessee,  Michigan  State  University,  University  of  Rhode 
Island,  University  of  Connecticut,  Purdue  University,  University  of 
Arkansas,  Clemson  College,  Mississippi  State  University,  University 
of  Wisconsin,  Washington  State  University,  University  of  New 
Hampshire,  University  of  Arizona,  University  of  Missouri,  North 
Dakota  Agricultural  College,  Virginia  State  College,  Auburn  Uni¬ 
versity,  University  of  Vermont,  University  of  Nevada,  University  of 
Illinois,  University  of  Maine,  University  of  Massachusetts,  Oklahoma 
State  University,  and  the  University  of  Nebraska  follow:) 

Virginia  State  College, 
Petersburg,  Va.,  May  18,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mr.  Cooley:  This  letter  is  sent  to  request  you  to  add  my  name  to  the 
list,  of  persons  endorsing  bills  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10074  before  Congress  to  au¬ 
thorize  an  increase  in  the  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land- 
grant  institutions. 

The  fact  that  the  land-grant  colleges  have  not  had  any  increase  in  fund  under 
the  Second  Morrill  Act  since  1935  would  indicate  definitely  that  in  order  to 
maintain  the  proper  standards  in  this  important  phase  of  the  instructional  pro¬ 
gram  at  our  colleges,  increased  funds  are  imperative. 

As  a  land-grant  institution,  Virginia  State  College  is  in  full  support  of  the 
.statement  made  before  the  committee  by  Dr.  John  Caldwell  on  May  16,  1960. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Robert  P.  Daniel,  President. 


Auburn  University, 
Auburn,  Ala.,  May  18,  1960. 

Hon.  Habold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley  :  In  behalf  of  Auburn  University  I  am  writing  to  endorse 
the  proposal  to  increase  the  appropriations  for  instruction  in  the  land-grant  col¬ 
leges  and  universities  as  set  out  in  your  H.R.  10876. 

The  reasons  are  evident,  and  the  arguments  presented  to  your  committee  by 
Chancellor  Caldwell  and  Dean  Andre  on  May  16  are  cogent  and  reflect  the  gen¬ 
eral  situation  in  these  institutions.  The  instructional  load  in  the  land-grant 
colleges  and  universities  have  outgrown  support  for  instructional  purposes,  and 
the  continuing  devaluation  of  the  dollar  has  further  handicapped  efforts  to 
cope  with  the  problem. 

I  think  you  may  be  interested  in  the  following  figures  from  the  official  records 
of  Auburn  University : 

1.  In  the  scholastic  year  1934r-35,  when  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  became 
law,  the  enrollment  was  1,912. 

2.  In  the  scholastic  year  1958-59  the  enrollment  was  10,887. 
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Thus  in  25  years  since  the  passage  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  of  1935,  the  en¬ 
rollment  has  increased  to  a  total  of  approximately  5.7  times  the  enrollment  of 
1934-35. 


In  the  course  of  those  years  the  purchasing  power  of  the  dollar  has  declined 
and  the  costs  of  instruction  have  steadily  risen. 

Further,  the  nature  and  purposes  of  these  colleges  and  universities  place  a 
heavy  premium  upon  the  teaching  of  the  basic  sciences.  Inasmuch  as  we  are 
living  in  an  age  of  scientific  revolution  in  which  the  acceleration  of  change  is  so 
great  that  we  are  pressed  to  keep  our  instruction  abreast  of  the  rapidly  growing 
body  of  knowledge,  the  business  of  providing  adequate  and  proper  instruction 
presents  a  continuing  and  critical  problem. 

This,  I  think,  is  a  problem  which  is  directly  in  the  field  of  the  national  interest 
and  merits  the  serious  consideration  of  the  Congress. 

I,  therefore,  on  behalf  of  Auburn  University,  respectfully  urge  your  serious 
consideration  and  support  of  H.R.  10876. 

Most  sincerely, 


Ralph  B.  Draugiion,  President. 


University  of  Missouri, 

Colum  bia,  May  19,  I960. 


Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 
House  of  Representatives, 
Comm  ittee  on  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Congressman  Cooley  :  In  response  to  Miss  Gallagher’s  suggestion  for 
an  opinion  on  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974,  I  want  to  urge  strongly  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  approval  of  this  appropriation  along  the  lines  of  President  John  T.  Cald¬ 
well’s  testimony.  The  costs  of  all  instruction  here  in  land-grant  colleges  has 
been  increased  very  substantially.  All  of  this  increase  since  1935  has  been 
borne  by  the  student  through  increased  fees  or  by  the  governments  of  the  States, 
whose  appropriations  have  increased  manyfold.  It  seems  only  reasonable  and 
fair  that  the  Federal  Government’s  contribution  should  bear  a  closer  relation¬ 
ship  to  present  costs  and  thus  enable  these  State  universities  to  meet  more  ade¬ 
quately  the  increasing  costs. 

It  seems  to  me  too  that  the  National  Government’s  support  of  land-grant 
college  education  is  traditional  and  has  general  approval  and  there  can  be  no 
objection  to  it  on  principle  from  any  quarter.  Certainly,  the  need  for  scientists 
and  other  research  people  can  be  met  in  part  through  this  means  of  Federal  aid 
more  rapidly  than  any  other  at  the  present  time.  I  urge  as  strongly  as  I  can 
that  tiie  proposal  be  supported  by  the  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


\  Elmer  Ellis. 


The  University  of  Vermont, 

Burlington,  Vt.,  May  20,  I960. 

Hon.  Harold  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley:  The  substance  of  the  two  bills  H.R.  10876  and  II.R.  10974 
have  my  complete  endorsement  and  support.  The  presentation  made  to  your 
committee  by  Dr.  John  Caldwell  correctly  points  to  the  increased  services,  the 
increased  costs  and  the  increased  needs  that  are  being  experienced  by  the  land- 
grant  colleges  throughout  the  country. 

In  addition  to  these  pertinent  arguments,  I  believe  there  is  an  additional  as¬ 
pect  that  should  be  stressed.  The  shifting  emphases  in  the  curriculums  in  the 
colleges  of  agriculture  have  once  again  made  necessary  considerable  amounts  of 
study  and  additions  to  the  resident-instructional  program.  Every  educational 
institution  undergoes  a  gradual  evolution.  From  time  to  time  there  occurs  a 
more  radical  need  for  change  to  meet  new  conditions.  This  situation  exists 
now. 

Earlier  changes  from  the  practicing  agriculturalist  to  the  agricultural  busi¬ 
nessman  and  the  agricultural  engineer  have  already  become  established  and  are 
well  known.  Now  we  must  meet  a  still  broader  and  more  far-reaching  change, 


56201—60 


6 


38 


INCREASED  FUNDS  FOR  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 


the  production  of  the  international  agriculturalist  and  the  agriculturalist  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  sociological  and  political  aspects  of  the  domestic  and  international 
picture.  Preparing  for  this  changing  emphasis  is  a  costly  procedure,  but  prep¬ 
arations  must  be  made  early  and  promptly  if  we  are  to  have  the  trained  personnel 
available  to  supply  these  new  roles. 

Passage  of  the  proposed  legislation  will  in  some  measure  reimburse  the  land- 
grant  colleges  for  the  funds  that  are  already  being  used  to  fulfill  these  obligations. 

This  relatively  unrestricted  appropriation  to  the  instructional  funds  of  the 
university  is  a  most  appropriate  type  of  assistance  from  the  Federal  Government 
to  the  land-grant  colleges.  We  shall  all  be  grateful  to  you  for  making  this  aid 
available  to  carry  out  this  educational  commitment. 

Sincerely  yours, 


John  T.  Fey,  President. 


University  of  Nevada, 

Reno,  May  18,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Agriculture  Committee, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mr.  Cooley  :  The  University  of  Nevada  strongly  supports  II. R.  10870 
and  II. It.  10974,  the  land-grant  teaching  fund  bills,  on  which  we  understand  you 
plan  to  conduct  hearings  on  Tuesday,  May  24,  1960. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act,  which  was  the  latest  to 
provide  for  direct  annual  grants  to  the  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  for 
instructional  purposes,  was  approved  24  years  ago,  we  believe  it  is  essential  that 
the  underlying  philosophy  of  this  kind  of  support  be  reexamined  in  the  light  of 
conditions  as  of  today.  Inflation  has  increased  cost  by  100  percent  since  1935 
and  the  population  of  the  United  States  has  increased  40  percent  during  this 
period.  This  is  particularly  true  of  the  State  of  Nevada,  which  is  still  the 
fastest  growing  State  in  the  Union  and  in  which  it  is  estimated  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Census  that  the  population  increase  during  the  past  10  years  will  approxi¬ 
mate  75  percent. 

With  the  heavily  increased  demands  upon  the  University  of  Nevada,  particu¬ 
larly  its  college  of  agriculture,  for  increased  instruction  in  a  wide  variety  of 
fields,  we  believe  it  is  essential  that  this  legislation  be  approved,  not  only  for 
the  welfare  of  the  country  as  a  whole  but  particularly  for  our  explosive  popula¬ 
tion  in  Nevada. 

What  is  actually  requested  in  this  legislation  is  not  an  increase  of  support  but 
rather  a  bringing  up  to  date,  in  terms  of  the  1900  population  and  purchasing 
power  of  the  dollar,  the  basis  of  support  established  in  1935. 

In  the  strongest  possible  terms  we  urge  passage  of  this  legislation. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  J.  Armstrong,  President. 


University  of  Illinois, 

TJrbana,  May  19,  I960. 

Hon.  Harold  I).  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  of  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  H.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley:  I  write  to  give  my  endorsement  to  the  testimony 
presented  to  your  committee  by  Chancellor  John  Caldwell  with  reference  to 
H.R.  10870  and  II. R.  10974  on  the  subject  of  increasing  support  by  the  Federal 
Government  to  land-grant  colleges  and  State  universities. 

I  understand  from  the  clerk,  Christine  S.  Gallagher,  that  hearings  will  be 
resumed  on  May  24.  I  would  appreciate  your  receiving  this  letter  as  a  part 
of  the  record  of  the  hearings. 

The  Federal  legislation  now  applicable  to  the  land-grant  colleges  and  State 
universities,  both  through  the  original  land  grants  and  the  subsequent  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  countinuing  appropriations,  in  effect  marks  these  institutions  as  parts 
of  a  federally  encouraged  system  of  higher  education.  Obviously,  their  contri¬ 
butions  to  the  national  welfare  justified  these  actions  and  it  is  only  reasonable 
that  the  size  of  the  appropriations  should  keep  pace  with  the  growth  in  the 
population  and  be  a'ccommodated  to  the  inflation  factor. 
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Even  greater  support  than  is  proposed  in  these  bills  could  be  justified  by  the 
tremendous  growth  in  the  contributions  of  the  land-grant  colleges  and  State 
universities  to  the  national  defense,  the  public  health,  and  the  economic  welfare 
of  the  Nation.  A  budget  request  based  upon  any  measurement  of  these  contri¬ 
butions  to  what  are  inherently  the  responsibilities  of  the  Federal  Government 
would  far  exceed  the  modest  amount  proposed  in  the  bills  before  your  committee. 

In  a  sense,  then,  the  hills  before  the  committee  may  be  seen  as  proposals  for 
keeping  faith  with  the  tradition  of  Federal  relationship  to  the  land-grant 
colleges  and  State  universities.  The  bills  represent  the  minimum  in  bringing 
this  relationship  up  to  the  trendlines  of  the  past. 

Although  the  amounts  involved  are  not  large  in  the  measure  of  the  total  ex¬ 
penditures  of  the  institutions  concerned,  all  of  the  institutions  are  sufficiently 
hard  pressed  that  the  grants  requested  will  be  most  meaningful  in  bringing 
strength  and  enrichment  to  the  existing  programs  and  to  some  needed  new 
ones.  Every  institution  has  a  wide  gap  between  potential  and  fulfillment;  be¬ 
tween  what  it  is  able  to  do  and  what  it  feels  it  could  do  for  the  enlargement 
of  its  services  and  the  increase  in  its  effectiveness.  Every  State  is  pressed 
by  the  problem  of  new  revenues,  and  the  institutions  of  higher  learning  are 
confronted  with  demands  far  beyond  their  capacity.  At  this  moment  in  the 
history  of  the  land-grant  colleges  and  State  universities,  every  assistance  from 
the  Federal  Government,  whatever  its  size,  will  bring  dividends  in  vitally  needed 
service  to  the  Nation. 

Sincerely, 


David  D.  Henry,  President. 


University  of  Maine, 

Orono,  Maine,  May  19,  I960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley  :  I  should  like  to  add  my  unqualified  support  to  II. It.  10871! 
and  H.It.  10974  now  being  considered  by  your  committee.  The  financial  help 
that  would  be  provided  by  these  bills  is  most  timely  to  the  University  of  Maine 
and  I  am  convinced  to  the  other  land-grant  institutions  as  well.  I  only  hope  the 
committee  may  find  it  possible  to  act  favorably  upon  these  bills. 

Chancellor  John  T.  Caldwell  has  pointed  up  the  plight  of  the  land-grant  colleges 
and  State  universities  very  well  in  his  testimony  and  I  wish  to  reiterate  the  very 
great  need  for  action  at  this  time. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Lloyd  IT.  Elliott,  President. 


Tiie  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts, 

University"  of  Massachusetts, 

Amherst,  May  19,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley  :  The  University  of  Massachusetts  recommends 
strongly  that  II. R.  10974  be  supported.  Our  enrollment  has  increased  tremen¬ 
dously  since  1935  and  at  the  same  time  admission  requirements  have  shown  a 
steady  increase. 

Enactment  of  H.R.  10974  would  provide  significant  support  for  educational  pro¬ 
grams  at  the  University  of  Massachusetts  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  increasing 
college-age  population  in  Massachusetts.  Enactment  of  H.R.  10974  will  help  the 
University  of  Massachusetts  to  fulfill  its  role  in  solving  the  critical  problems 
of  providing  higher  education  to  our  qualified  youth  in  the  agricultural  and  re¬ 
lated  scientific,  technical  and  professional  fields. 

A  recently  completed  staff  study  (January  1960)  shows  the  discrepancy  in 
1967  between  the  need  for  additional  places  for  resident  students  in  Massa¬ 
chusetts  and  available  facilities  in  1967  constitutes  a  gap  of  about  20,000  students. 
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1967  college-age  population  in  Massachusetts,  371,960 


1.  Exacted  resident  enrollment  (1  to  4-year  institutions)  in  Massachu¬ 

setts  based  upon  the  percentage  going  in  1958-59  (20  percent  of 
371,960) _  96,70!) 

2.  Enrollment  of  residents  who  will  probably  not  he  able  to  enroll  in  out- 

of-State  institutions _  6,  000 


Total  enrollment _  102,  709 


3.  Places  that  were  available  in  1958-59  for  residents  in  Massachusetts 

institutions _  62,  220 

4.  Maximum  increase  now  planned  at  all  institutions  for  residents 

by  1967 _  20,  000 


Total  places  in  Massachusetts _  82,  220 


Massachusetts  residents  who  will  have  no  place  to  go _  20,  48!) 


Tli  is  deficiency  will  certainly  exceed  the  figure  of  20,489  by  1975  unless  more 
places  are  provided  for  college  students  from  1907  to  1975.  If  private  institutions 
cannot  absorb  these  numbers,  and  this  is  very  likely,  it  is  the  responsibility  of 
the  land-grant  university  to  provide  educational  opportunities  for  these  thousands 
of  qualified  youths. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Shannon  McCune,  Provost. 


Oklahoma  State  University, 

<  )ffice  of  the  President, 

Stillwater,  May  IS,  I960. 

Re  II. It.  10870  and  H.R.  10974,  land-grant  teaching  funds  bills. 


lion.  IIarolu  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Chairman  Cooley:  I  have  been  advised  by  Chancellor  John  T.  Cald¬ 
well  of  North  Carolina  State  College,  and  chairman  of  the  association’s  legis¬ 
lative  committee  of  the  American  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State 
Universities,  that  a  second  and  final  hearing  before  your  honorable  committee 
on  the  captioned  House  measures  will  he  held  on  May  24. 

I  have  examined  these  measures  and  read  with  interest  the  testimony  offered 
by  Chancellor  Caldwell  before  your  committee.  I  may  say  that  he  also  advised 
me  of  the  very  friendly  reception  which  he  received  for  his  cause  and  for  his 
own  appearance,  which  all  of  us  charged  with  responsibility  for  administration 
in  tlie  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  deeply  appreciate. 

May  I  say  that  I  concur  in  every  respect  with  Chancellor  Caldwell’s  testi¬ 
mony  and  respectfully  add  my  voice  in  bespeaking  the  justification  and  even  the 
urgent  necessity  for  the  additional  teaching  funds.  We  are  all  very  much  aware 
of  the  increased  costs  of  services  of  all  kinds  in  the  past  25  years,  and  it  seems 
to  me  most  logical  that  the  grant  level  in  this  field  which  has  not  been  changed 
since  1935  should  now  be  examined  with  a  view  to  adjustment. 

We  earnestly  petition  that  the  committee  may  give  these  measures  their 
favorable  action  and  report. 

Respectfully  yours, 


Oliver  S.  Willham,  President. 


American  Association  of 
Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State  Universities, 

University  of  Nebraska, 

Office  of  the  President, 
Lincoln,  Nebr.,  May  19,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman.  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  o/  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley  :  We  are  most  grateful  to  you  for  advising  us  con¬ 
cerning  the  hearings  before  your  committee  on  H.R.  10870  and  H.R.  10974.  I 
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am  extremely  sorry  that  a  previous  commitment  makes  it  impossible  for  me  to 
be  present  next  Tuesday,  May  24,  to  express  in  person  my  strong  support  for 
these  two  bills  and  the  program  that  they  will  make  possible. 

I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  read  and  study  Chancellor  Caldwell’s  testi¬ 
mony  of  May  16.  I  believe  his  statement  is  an  excellent  one  and  correctly  in¬ 
terprets  the  attitudes  of  the  land-grant  institutions  throughout  the  country. 

I  shall  not  attempt  to  restate  the  points  made  by  Chancellor  Caldwell,  but 
should  like  to  emphasize  with  him  that  we  feel  that  the  request  is  a  sound 
one,  that  it  involves  no  change  whatever  in  long-established  principles  of  State 
and  Federal  relationships,  and  that  it  will  provide  financial  assistance  for  our 
teaching  programs  at  a  most  crucial  time. 

Our  thanks  to  you,  Congressman  Cooley,  for  your  continued  interest  in  our 
land-grant  institutions  and  to  you  and  the  members  of  your  committee  for  your 
consideration  of  this  proposed  legislation.  If  any  of  us  can  be  of  further  assist¬ 
ance  to  you,  you  have  only  to  let  us  know. 

Sincerely, 

*  Clifford  M.  Hardin,  President. 


Tiie  University  of  Tennessee, 

Office  of  the  President, 

Knoxville,  May  21,  I960. 


Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  Committee  of  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley  :  Thank  you  for  inviting  me  to  submit  a  statement 
regarding  II. R.  10876  and  II. R.  10974.  Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  my  statement,  and 
I  am  sending  40  additional  copies  to  Mrs.  Gallagher  in  case  you  desire  extia 
copies  for  distribution  to  committee  members. 

Enclosed  also  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  which  I  have  written  to  all  members  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  from  Tennessee. 

My  statement  expresses  my  gratitude  to  you  for  what  you  have  done  and  are 
doing  to  strengthen  the  instructional  programs  of  land-grant  institutions.  On 
behalf  of  the  students,  who  would  he  the  ultimate  benefactors  of  this  legislation, 


I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  efforts. 
Sincerely  yours, 


A.  D.  Holt,  President. 


The  University  of  Tennessee, 

Office  of  the  President, 

Knoxville,  May  20,  I960. 

Hon.  J.  Carlton  Loser, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Carlton  :  Knowing  that  you  take  a  personal  interest  in  all  Federal 
legislation  which  might  affect  the  University  of  Tennessee,  I  want  to  call  your 
attention  to  identical  bills  by  Congressman  Harold  Cooley,  of  North  Carolina, 
and  Congressman  Henry  Dixon,  of  Utah,  relative  to  an  increase  in  resident  teach¬ 
ing  grants  to  land-grant  institutions  (H.R.  10876  and  LI.R.  10974).  We  under¬ 
stand  that  the  second  and  final  hearing  on  these  bills  is  scheduled  for  May  24, 

19<As  you  know,  today’s  dollar  buys  about  half  of  what  it  could  have  bought  in 
1935.  Today’s  population  is  40  percent  more  than  it  was  in  1935.  To  provide 
for  these  and  other  changing  conditions  during  the  past  quarter  century,  Con¬ 
gress  has  appropriated  unprecedented  increases  in  allotments  to  virtually  all 
federally  supported  programs ;  but  not  to  land-grant  institutions  in  support  of 
resident  teaching. 

The  identical  bills  by  Congressman  Cooley  and  Dixon  provide  a  method^  of 
bringing  the  resident  teaching  appropriations  closer  to  the  1960  level,  replacing 
purchasing  powers  that  have  been  dissolved  by  inflation  and  also  allowing  for 
the  effects  that  population  increases  have  had  upon  enrollment  increases  in  land- 
grant  institutions. 

The  1935  act,  by  the  way,  was  one  which  accomplished  the  same  purpose: 
bringing  Federal  support  of  land-grant  institutions  up  to  date  in  accordance  with 
the  extent  of  support  that  the  Federal  Government  had  previously  given  to  these 
institutions  under  terms  of  the  Morrill  Act. 
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Enactment  of  these  bills  would  increase  the  University  of  Tennessee’s  federal 
appropriations  for  resident  instruction  at  least  $130,000  annually.  This  increase 
is  desperately  needed  by  the  institution  in  meeting  the  demands  of  increased 
enrollments. 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  a  statement  on  these  bills  which  I  am  submitting  to  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Your  assistance  in  the  passage  of  these  bills  is  earnestly  solicited. 

With  warmest  personal  regards,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 


A.  D.  Holt,  President. 


The  University  of  Tennessee, 

Office  of  the  President, 

Knoxville,  May  20, 1960. 

To :  The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  House  of  Representatives. 

From  :  Andrew  D.  Holt,  president,  the  University  of  Tennessee. 

Subject:  Statement  on  II. R.  10876  by  Congressman  Cooley,  and  II. R.  10974  by 
Congressman  Dixon. 

The  University  of  Tennessee  is  one  of  the  institutions  which  would  receive 
additional  Federal  support  with  the  passage  of  II. R.  10876  or  H.R.  10974,  identi¬ 
cal  bills  authorizing  an  increase  in  the  appropriation  for  resident  teaching 
grants  to  land-grant  institutions.  The  justification  for  the  proposed  increase 
to  the  University  of  Tennessee  will  apply  to  every  land-grant  institution  in  the 
Nation.  Hence,  I  want  to  present  some  facts  on  the  University  of  Tennessee 
which  can  be  used  as  a  case  history  in  considering  this  legislation. 

As  a  land-grant  institution,  operating  under  the  terms  of  the  first  Morrill 
Act  of  1862  and  the  second  Morrill  Act  of  1890,  the  University  of  Tennessee 
offers  courses  in  “agriculture,  the  mechanic  arts,  and  the  subjects  related  there¬ 
to.”  These  courses  are  in  the  broad  fields  of  knowledge  covered  by  the  College 
of  Agriculture,  the  College  of  Engineering,  the  College  of  Home  Economics,  and 
the  College  of  Liberal  Arts  (and  Sciences).  Pursuant  to  the  purpose  of  the 
Morrill  Acts,  which  was  to  make  a  higher  education  available  to  greater  num¬ 
bers  of  American  youth,  the  University  of  Tennessee  has  zealously  kept  the 
cost  of  a  higher  education  within  the  bounds  of  the  economic  resources  of  the 
masses. 

In  addition  to  resident  instruction,  the  University  of  Tennessee  and  other 
land-grant  institutions  have  two  other  programs  supported  in  part  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  One  is  the  Agricultural  Extension  Service;  another,  the 
agricultural  experiment  station.  Both  of  these  additional  programs  have  served 
a  vital  role  in  the  development  of  agriculture  and  industry  in  our  Nation. 

Now  we  come  to  the  crucial  question  in  our  case  history :  How  has  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Tennessee  fared  as  a  Federal  land-grant  institution  in  the  past 
quarter  century? 

In  1935-36  the  university  received  $559,522  in  Federal  appropriations  for  the 
Agricultural  Extension  Service.  In  1959-60  these  appropriations  had  been 
increased  to  $1,934,544,  part  of  this  increase  to  allow  for  the  decline  in  the  pur¬ 
chasing  power  of  the  dollar,  another  part  to  provide  for  the  increase  in  the 
State’s  population,  and  still  another  part  to  permit  expansions  and  improvements 
in  the  Agricultural  Extension  Service. 

In  1935-36  the  university  received  $108,695  in  Federal  appropriations  for  the 
agricultural  experiment  station.  In  1959-60  these  appropriations  had  been 
increased  to  $863,012,  part  of  this  increase  to  allow  for  the  decline  in  the  pur¬ 
chasing  power  of  the  dollar,  another  part  to  provide  for  an  increase  in  the 
State’s  population,  and  still  another  part  to  permit  expansions  and  improvements 
in  the  agricultural  experiment  station. 

In  1935-36  the  university  received  $53,200  in  Federal  appropriations  for  its 
resident  instruction  program.  In  1959-60  the  appropriations  were  $85,327 — 

Far  from  enough  to  allow  for  a  50-percent  drop  in  the  purchasing  power 
of  the  dollar  since  1935 ; 

Far  from  enough  to  provide  for  an  enrollment  which  has  increased  from 
5,498  to  15,519  students  since  1935  and  which  is  expected  to  increase  an¬ 
other  100  percent  during  the  next  decade ; 

Far  from  enough  to  assist  the  institution  in  doubling  its  course  offer¬ 
ings  to  meet  the  demands  of  enrollment  increases  and  to  keep  pace  with 
scientific  and  cultural  advances  of  our  civilization  since  1935. 


INCREASED  FUNDS  FOR  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 


43 


How  has  the  University  of  Tennessee  fared  as  a  Federal  land-grant  institu¬ 
tion  in  the  past  quarter  century?  In  its  extension  and  research  activities,  the 
university  is  proud  to  say  that  its  growing  needs  have  had  the  response  of  a 
growing  Federal  support  over  the  entire  period.  But  there  has  been  a  neglect 
of  the  growing  needs  of  resident  instruction — the  institution’s  basic  program, 
which  was  the  primary  interest  of  the  Morrill  Act  creating  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions  nearly  a  hundred  years  ago. 

Congressman  Cooley  and  Congressman  Dixon,  sponsors  of  LI.R.  10876  and 
H.R.  10974,  and  every  member  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  will  have 
our  unqualified  support  and  our  everlasting  gratitude  for  any  efforts  made  to 
correct  the  inequity  that  exists  in  Federal  support  of  the  instructional  pro¬ 
grams  of  land-grant  institutions.  _ 


Michigan  State  University, 

East  Lansing,  May  20,  1960. 


Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley  :  Attached  is  a  statement  on  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974  that 
were  referred  to  in  the  letter  of  May  16  from  Miss  Gallagher. 

I  am  taking  the  liberty  of  enclosing  a  statement  that  I  would  like  to  have 
included  in  the  testimony  presented  before  your  committee  on  these  bills. 

With  kind  personal  regards. 


Sincerely, 


John  A.  Hannah,  President. 


Statement  Submitted  by  John  A.  Hannah,  President,  Michigan  State 

University 


Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  John  A.  Hannah 
and  I  am  president  of  Michigan  State  University  at  East  Lansing.  I  submit 
this  statement  in  support  of  bills  H.R.  10S76  and  H.R.  10974  to  increase  the 
authorized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions 
by  amendment  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended  June  1  -, 

^Expenditures  for  land-grant  institutions  have  paid  rich  dividends  to  the  United 
States.  This  system  has  played  an  extremely  signficant  role  in  upgrading  the 
dignity  of  the  individual  and  in  preventing  class  distinction  in  this  country. 
It  has  provided  an  educational  opportunity  for  many  who  otherwise  would 
have  been  denied  the  privilege  to  develop  their  special  talents  and  abilities 


to  the  fullest  extent. 

I  point  to  two  achievements  of  our  country  within  the  last  century  toward 
which  the  land-grant  system  has  made  substantial  contributions. 

We  have  attained  spectacular  material  gains,  a  higher  standard  of  living 
than  man  has  ever  known.  These  gains  came  within  our  grasp  when  the  advan¬ 
tages  of  education  were  made  available  on  the  broadest  possible  scale.  Iheiefiy, 
we  developed  the  native  skills  of  the  American  people  and  made  possible  the 
miracles  of  invention  and  mass  production  that  we  enjoy  today.  The  application 
of  science  to  the  art  of  agriculture  has  been  an  underlying  factor  in  our  indus¬ 
trial  growth.  As  long  as  the  great  majority  of  our  people  had  to  be  employed 
in  the  production  of  food  and  fiber,  we  could  spare  few  hands  for  the  mills 
and  shops.  A  century  ago,  something  like  85  out  of  every  100  workers  were 
necessarily  engaged  in  agriculture,  leaving  only  15  to  do  the  rest the  ] Nation i  s 
work.  Today,  thanks  to  the  application  of  science,  only  10  workers  out  ot 
each  100  are  needed  on  the  farms  to  grow  the  food  and  fiber  for  the  rest  of  our 
people.  The  other  90  are  free  to  man  the  machines  and  sell  the  goods  and  Pi'ov‘de 
theservices  which  spell  prosperity,  comfort,  and  even  luxury  by  standaids  else¬ 
where,  for  the  people  of  the  United  States.  .  ..... 

A  second  achievement  is  the  attainment  of  a  high  degree  of  social  mobility. 
Making  it  possible  for  the  children  of  the  industrial  worker  and  the  farmer  to 
gain  an  education  certainly  has  played  a  major  role  in  this  development.  These 
students  have  demonstrated  that  good  marks  in  school  do  not  depend  on  wealth 
and  social  position  but  upon  ability  and  ambition  of  the  .individual. 

We  have  seen  tremendous  increases  in  enrollments  in  our  colleges  and  u  - 
versities.  In  the  land-grant  institutions  enrollments  have  jumped  from  about 
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190,000  in  1935  to  about  650,000  at  present.  There  is  every  indication  this  in¬ 
crease  will  continue  and  at  an  even  greater  pace. 

Competition  is  becoming  keener  for  qualified  faculty  to  teach  in  our  land- 
grant  institutions.  Unless  we  are  able  to  increase  salaries  and  provide  our  staff 
with  the  necessary  equipment  and  facilities  our  institutions  will  he  unable  to 
continue  to  make  the  contribution  to  the  progress  of  this  Nation  which  they  have 
done  in  the  past. 

We  are  at  a  critical  point  in  the  further  development  of  our  educational  sys¬ 
tem.  Decisions  are  being  made  which  will  determine  whether  the  land-grant 
philosophy  of  education  for  all  will  continue  or  whether  we  gradually  revert  to 
the  situation  of  a  hundred  years  ago  of  education  for  the  select  few.  With  the 
tremendous  increase  in  students  of  college  age  and  with  a  higher  percentage  of 
them  wanting  to  go  to  college,  some  people  are  questioning  whether  a  college 
education  should  be  made  available  to  all  who  desire  it.  They  say  it  is  too 
expensive  for  the  public  to  support  and  the  student  should  shoulder  more  of  the 
cost. 

Any  proposal  that  a  student  be  required  to  pay  the  greater  part  or  all  of  the 
cost  of  his  higher  education  is  heresy  in  America  because  it  prices  out  of  an 
educational  opportunity  large  numbers  of  able  youngsters  horn  into  families  of 
limited  means.  It  is  essential  that  we  continue  to  make  it  possible  for  the  stu¬ 
dent  with  limited  financial  resources  but  with  ability  and  ambition  to  achieve 
a  college  education. 

The  last  increase  in  appropriations  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant 
institutions  was  made  in  1935.  Inflation  and  population  increases  since  that  time 
make  it  essential  for  the  Congress  to  make  adjustments  in  appropriations  for 
these  institutions. 

At  this  time  when  the  land-grant  philosophy  of  education  is  being  attacked, 
the  passage  of  these  bills  would  be  one  step  toward  helping  this  educational 
system  continue  to  make  its  unique  contribution  to  the  Nation  and  the  world. 
I  strongly  support  these  bills  which  provide  an  increase  in  funds  for  resident 
teaching  at  land-grant  institutions. 


University  of  Arkansas, 

Office  of  tiie  President, 
Fayetteville,  May  20,  WG0. 

Hon.  Harold  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives , 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley'  :  I  deeply  appreciate  your  invitation  to  present  my 
views  relative  to  II. R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974  which  are  identical  bills  to  au¬ 
thorize  an  increase  in  the  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land- 
grant  colleges  and  universities.  It  will  not  be  possible  for  me  to  appear  in 
person.  Therefore,  I  am  writing  this  statement  which  I  shall  be  glad  to  have 
included  in  the  proceedings  of  your  committee. 

I  strongly  endorse  and  urge  favorable  action  on  this  legislation.  I  am  in  com¬ 
plete  accord  with  the  points  contained  in  the  excellent  statement  presented 
in  support  of  the  bills  by  Dr.  John  T.  Caldwell,  chairman  of  the  Legislative 
Committee  of  the  American  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State  Uni¬ 
versities  in  his  appearance  before  your  committee  on  May  16,  1960. 

This  proposed  legislation  is  in  accord  with  long-established  and  universally 
approved  principles  of  Federal-State  relations.  The  additional  funds  are  ur¬ 
gently  needed  to  offset  the  effect  of  inflation  and  to  assist  in  supporting  t lie 
vastly  expanded  teaching  responsibilities  necessarily  assumed  by  land-grant  col¬ 
leges  and  universities  since  1935  when  the  last  increase  was  approved.  In 
the  light  of  these  conditions,  the  additional  amounts  are  quite  modest. 

Congressman  E.  C.  Gathings,  a  member  of  your  committee,  feels  that  the  for¬ 
mula  for  distribution  should  not  lean  too  heavily  on  a  population  basis.  In 
bis  opinion,  account  should  be  taken  of  enrollments  in  land-grant  institutions 
in  the  allocation  of  that  portion  of  the  funds  which  traditionally  has  been  allo¬ 
cated  on  the  basis  of  population.  While  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  give 
careful  study  to  the  suggestion  of  Congressman  Gathings,  I  believe  it  deserves 
consideration. 

The  additional  funds  which  this  legislation  would  provide  are  urgently  needed 
by  the  University  of  Arkansas  to  support  teaching  activities  in  the  fields  of  agri- 
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•culture,  mechanic  arts,  and  related  areas.  I  am  sure  other  land-grant  colleges 
and  universities  have  equally  urgent  needs.  Therefore,  it  is  my  earnest  hope 
that  this  legislation  will  receive  favorable  action  and  that  those  additional 
funds  will  be  made  available  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

Sincerely, 

David  W.  Mullins,  President. 


The  University  of  Connecticut, 

Office  of  the  President, 

Storrs,  Conn.,  May  20,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley  :  In  view  of  the  forthcoming  hearing  scheduled  for  Tuesday 
of  this  week,  may  I  join  my  many  colleagues  in  writing  to  you  of  our  hope  and 
desire  that  your  committee  may  take  favorable  action  with  reference  to  the 
identical  bills,  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974,  which  authorize  an  increase  in  the 
appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions. 

The  spokesmen  for  our  association  have  adequately  covered  the  urgency  and 
need  for  a  review  of  this  matter.  May  I  underscore  their  very  significant  state¬ 
ments  and  express  the  hope  that  favorable  consideration  may  be  given  to  this 
proposal. 

Sincerely  yours, 

A.  N.  Jorgensen,  President. 


Purdue  University, 

Office  of  the  President, 
Lafayette,  Ind.,  May  21, 1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Congressman  Cooley  :  This  statement  is  in  support  of  H.R.  10876 
and  H.R.  10974,  in  response  to  your  letter  of  May  16,  1960.  These  identical  bills 
would  authorize  an  increase  in  the  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to 
land-grant  colleges  and  State  universities. 

As  president  of  a  land-grant  university  and  as  a  former  president  of  the 
American  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State  Universities,  I  endorse 
fully  the  statement  made  before  your  committee  on  May  16,  1960  by  Chancellor 
John  T.  Caldwell  of  North  Carolina  State  College. 

As  a  nation  the  finest  investment  we  can  make  in  our  future  security  and  well¬ 
being  is  in  the  training  of  able  minds  to  their  highest  level  of  capability. 
Well-developed  brainpower  and  trained  leadership  constitute  one  of  our  most 
potent  sources  of  national  strength  today.  Not  to  develop  these  items  to  their 
highest  potential  is  just  as  wasteful  of  our  resources  as  not  to  exploit  our  fertile 
fields,  a  pit  of  iron  ore,  or  a  bed  of  uranium. 

The  world’s  frontier  today  is  one  of  the  mind.  It  is  a  scientific  frontier.  It 
is  vertical  rather  than  horizontal.  It  is  limited  only  by  the  mind  and  the  imagi¬ 
nation  of  man. 

It  is  on  this  frontier  that  the  free  world  must  stand  or  fall  in  its  struggle 
with  totalitarianism.  We  must  continuously  train  our  young  men  and  women 
in  our  university  classrooms  and  laboratories  so  that  they  in  turn  may  effectively 
fill  their  own  battle  position  on  the  frontier  of  useful  knowledge.  That  nation 
which  succeeds  best  in  this  task  will  be  the  victor  in  the  global  struggle  which 
•engulfs  this  generation. 

The  heavy  financial  needs  of  higher  education  are  a  matter  of  record.  These 
have  been  presented  fully  to  this  committee  in  prior  testimony. 

The  amount  of  increased  financial  support  for  the  land-grant  colleges  and 
universities  authorized  by  these  bills  is  both  logical  and  modest.  The  increase 
is  in  proportion  to  U.S.  population  growth  since  1935  (the  date  of  the  last  ad¬ 
justment  in  appropriation  for  this  purpose)  and  to  the  amount  of  price  inflation 
since  that  date.  It  does  not  take  into  account  the  substantially  higher  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  total  population  of  college  age  actually  enrolled  in  colleges  or  uni¬ 
versities,  or  the  greater  relative  cost  now  than  25  years  ago  of  educating  an 
individual  student  because  of  the  great  extensions  of  knowledge  which  have 
accrued  in  that  interval.  The  proposed  increase  seeks  only  to  restore  in  today’s 
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situation  the  relative  minimum  level  of  support  the  Congress  evidently  intended 
in  the  19.35  legislation. 

Significantly,  the  proposed  legislation  does  not  open  up  any  new  question  of 
Federal  support  for  education.  It  would  merely  build  on  the  base  of  partial 
Federal  support  for  State  educational  institutions  which  has  been  evolved  so 
satisfactorily  over  several  decades  of  operation. 

The  passage  of  this  legislation  would  be  a  significant  step  in  assuring  con¬ 
tinuation  of  higher  educational  opportunity  for  superior  minds  in  all  of  our  50 
States  and  Puerto  Rico  within  the  financial  reach  of  everyone. 

Sincerely  yours, 


FiiEDERiCK  L.  Hovde,  President. 


Mississippi  State  University, 

State  College,  Miss.,  May  18,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Mouse  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

U.S.  Congress,  House  Office  Building,  W  a  siting  ton,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley  :  We  are  informed  that  the  land-grant  teaching  funds  bills, 
H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974,  are  scheduled  for  additional  hearings  by  the  House 
Agriculture  Committee  on  May  24. 

The  essence  of  these  bills,  as  understood  here,  is  an  adjustment  of  the  level 
of  appropriated  grants  from  a  point  established  in  1935. 

We  urge  your  support  of  this  legislation,  if  in  good  conscience  you  can  give  it. 
on  bases  of  (1)  adjustment  to  compensate  for  inflation,  (2)  confidence  in  the 
role  that  has  been  and  will  be  played  by  land-grant  institutions  in  American 
higher  education,  and  (3)  the  stark  need  for  dollars  in  these  days  of  burgeoning 
enrollment  and  demands  more  and  finer  services. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Ben  Hilbun,  President. 


Clemson  College, 

Office  of  the  President, 
Clemson,  S.C.,  May  20, 1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Committee  on  Agriculture, 

Mouse  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley  :  I  appreciate  very  much  your  kind  invitation  to 
present  my  views  on  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974,  bills  which  would  authorize  an 
increase  in  the  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions.  I  am  sorry  that  I  cannot  be  present  at  committee  hearings  on  May  24,  but 
on  that  date  I  am  scheduled  to  participate  in  the  annual  War  College  National 
Security  Forum  at  Montgomery,  Ala. 

Since  I  cannot  appear  before  your  committee,  I  submit  herewith  a  statement 
to  be  filed  for  the  record. 

1.  I  am  as  a  matter  of  principle  in  opposition  to  those  forms  of  Federal  aid 
to  education  which  by  their  nature  lead  to  Federal  controls  and  to  loss  of  local 
autonomy  in  the  vital  business  of  training  our  youth.  I  support  H.R.  10876  and 
H.R.  10974  because  they  are  not  aimed  at  establishing  such  odious  controls. 

2.  It  is  clear,  then,  that  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974  involve  no  change  in  long- 
established  principles  of  State  and  Federal  relationships.  Rather  these  twin 
bills  simply  recognize  that  the  present  money  authorization  for  resident  instruc¬ 
tional  purposes  was  set  25  years  ago,  and  is  today  woefully  inadequate.  The 
steady  inflation  of  the  dollar  and  the  mounting  enrollments  of  our  land-grant 
colleges  are  factors  which  indicate  the  positive  necessity  of  enacting  the  bills  in 
question.  The  present  support  figure  of  $5,051,500  is  simply  unrealistic;  the 
proposed  support  figure  of  $14,500,200  represents  a  bare  minimum  if  we  are  to 
have  resident  instruction  programs  worthy  of  the  name. 

3.  My  23  years  in  American  business,  coupled  with  my  4  years  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Clemson  College  have  convinced  me  that  the  most  serious  problems  in 
our  Nation  are  those  related  to  the  higher  education  of  our  youth.  I  am  further 
convinced  that  our  land-grant  colleges  and  universities,  enrolling  more  than  21 
percent  of  all  college  undergraduates  and  more  than  50  percent  of  graduate 
students  in  science  areas,  must  lead  in  the  solution  of  these  problems.  I  agree 
completely  with  newspaperman  John  Cowles  of  Minneapolis  in  his  statement  that 
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unless  the  Nation’s  land-grant  institutions  are  enabled  to  meet  their  responsi¬ 
bilities,  the  chances  of  survival  of  this  Nation  as  an  enlightened  democracy  are 
dim  indeed. 

To  conclude  my  statement,  let  me  urge  your  committee,  Sir,  to  report  un¬ 
changed  the  two  bills,  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974;  and  to  work  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  for  their  enactment. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  C.  Edwards,  President. 


The  University  of  Wisconsin, 

Office  of  the  President, 
Madison,  Wis.,  May  20, 1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Congressman  Cooley  :  We  are  advised  that  the  House  Agricultural 
Committee  will  hold  a  hearing  on  May  24  on  the  land-grant  teaching  fund  bills, 
H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974. 


In  the  interest  of  the  development  and  defense  of  our  Nation,  I  urge  that  your 
committee  give  these  bills  favorable  consideration  and  recommend  a  substantial 
increase  in  land-grant  teaching  funds  from  Federal  sources. 

We  believe  that  an  adequate  program  of  higher  education  for  our  young  people 
is  vital  to  the  general  welfare,  and  as  such  is  a  national  as  well  as  a  State  con¬ 
cern.  The  relationship  between  the  Federal  Government  and  the  land-grant 
colleges  and  State  universities  in  educational  matters  has  proved  to  be  a  unique 
and  practical  one.  However,  the  financial  burden  in  providing  higher  education 
for  the  rapidly  expanding  population  is  a  very  heavy  one  at  this  time  and  is 
mounting  from  year  to  year.  Yet  Federal  aid  for  the  teaching  programs  of  these 
institutions  has  not  been  increased  since  1935,  and  no  allowance  has  been  made 
for  the  tremendous  rise  in  student  numbers  and  the  equally  striking  increase  in 
dollar  costs  of  education  due  largely  to  inflationary  changes  beyond  our  control. 
This  of  course  means  that  the  Federal  Government  carries  a  smaller  and  smaller 
part  of  the  total  load  and  that  the  States  carry  an  increasingly  large  burden. 

We  hope  that  the  present  Congress  will  find  it  possible  to  make  a  major  im¬ 
provement  in  this  situation.  We  would  also  appreciate  any  support  which  you 
can  give  to  increasing  Federal  grants  for  the  agricultural  research  and  extension 
programs  in  the  various  States.  Your  interest  in  these  programs  in  the  past 
has  been  of  inestimable  value  to  agriculture  and  to  the  public  at  large. 

Sincerely  yours, 


C.  A.  Elvehjem,  President. 


Washington  State  University, 

Office  of  the  President, 
Pullman,  Wash.,  May  20, 1960. 

Hon.  Harold  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley  :  I  am  advised  that  on  May  16  Dean  Andre  of  Iowa  State 
University  and  Chancellor  John  T.  Caldwell  of  North  Carolina  State  College 
testified  before  your  committee  in  support  of  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974,  the 
land-grant  teaching  funds  bills. 

As  immediate  past  president  of  the  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and 
State  Universities  and  as  the  present  chairman  of  its  executive  committee,  I  urge 
most  strongly  support  for  the  bills  in  question.  This  will  represent  an  extremely 
modest  addition  to  the  teaching  funds  allocated  to  the  land-grant  institution  or 
institutions  in  each  State.  However,  the  passage  of  such  legislation  will  be  of 
real  help  to  the  institutions  concerned  in  meeting  the  pressures  of  increasing 
enrollment.  This  would  proceed  through  long-established  channels  and  would 
be  consistent  with  one  of  the  longest  traditions  of  support  for  higher  education 
in  our  country. 
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There  is  little  I  could  add  to  the  testimony  which  has  been  presented,  so  that 
this  letter  is  to  indicate  my  strong  support  of  the  testimony  as  given  by  our  two 
representatives. 

Sincerely  yours, 

C.  Clement  French,  President. 


House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  3, 1960. 

Hon.  Harold  Cooley, 

Chairman,  C ommittee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Harold  :  I  wanted  very  much  to  be  able  to  get  to  your  hearing  last  Tues¬ 
day  on  the  land-grant  teaching  funds  bills,  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974.  However, 
I  had  made  some  previous  commitments,  and  it  was  simply  impossible  for  me 
to  get  away. 

I  wanted  to  tell  you  and  the  committee  of  the  need  for  this  legislation  by  the 
University  of  Connecticut,  the  land-grant  institution  for  my  State  which  is  located 
in  my  congressional  district. 

As  Dr.  Albert  N.  Jorgensen,  the  distinguished  educator  and  president  of  the 
University  of  Connecticut,  has  pointed  out  in  a  letter  to  me,  the  last  appropriated 
grants  to  the  land-grant  institutions  were  established  24  years  ago.  The  1935 
aid  level  needs  to  be  brought  up  to  date  in  terms  of  our  chrrent  population  and 
dollar  value,  and  I  urge  the  committee’s  favorable  support  of  H.R.  10876  and 
H.R.  10974. 


With  my  warmest  regards. 
Sincerely, 


Chester  Bowles. 


House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C.,  Hay  27,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 


Dear  Chairman  Cooley:  I  wish  to  join  with  the  remarks  contained  in  the 
letter  of  May  20  by  President  John  T.  Fey,  of  the  University  of  Vermont,  in  sup¬ 
port  of  your  bill,  H.R.  10876,  and  others  which  wohld  provide  increases  in  the 
authorized  appropriations  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions. 

Colleges  operating  under  the  land-grant  program  have  contributed  substan¬ 
tially  to  the  development  of  our  Nation,  as  you  well  know,  and  it  is  important 
that  their  resident  teaching  grant  program  be  maintained  at  a  level  adequate  to 
meet  the  changing  emphasis  and  needs  of  our  times.  I  hope  that  early  and  favor- 
•able  action  can  be  taken  on  this  legislation. 

With  best  personal  regards. 

Sincerely  yours, 


William  Meyer. 


The  University  of  Georgia, 

Athens,  Hay  18,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Cooley  :  I  have  just  read  Dr.  John  T.  Caldwell’s  testimony  before 
the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  regarding  the  need  for  increased  support 
for  college  teaching  in  our  land-grant  colleges  and  State  universities.  I  am  a 
member  of  the  executive  committee  of  the  American  Association  of  Land-Grant 
Colleges  and  State  Universities  and  know  of  the  great  concern  of  all  of  oUr 
institutions  regarding  the  need  for  increased  support  for  teaching. 

It  has  been  pointed  out  that  there  has  been  little  increase  in  these  funds  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  several  years.  We  believe  that  the  40-percent  population  increase 
factor  and  the  inflationary  factor  justify  an  increase  in  funds  for  this  important 
function  of  land-grant  colleges  and  State  universities. 

I  hope  your  committee  will  give  thoughtful  consideration  to  H.R.  10974  which 
sauthorizes  an  increase  in  funds  for  instruction. 

Thank  you  for  your  assistance  in  this  matter. 

Very  truly  yours, 


O.  C.  Aderhold,  President. 
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Rutgers,  the  State  University, 

Office  of  the  President, 
New  Brunswick,  N.J.,  June  1, 1960. 

Mrs.  Christine  S.  Gallagher, 

Clerk,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mrs.  Gallagher  :  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  letter. 

I  enclose  herewith  a  letter  forwarded  to  our  Congressmen  regarding  H.R. 
10876  and  H.R.  10974.  I  hope  this  information  is  not  too  late  to  be  of  assistance 
to  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Mason  W.  Gross. 


Rutgers,  the  State  University, 

Office  of  the  President, 

New  Brunswick,  N.J. 


As  the  land-grant  university  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  Rutgers  hopes  for 
affirmative  action  by  the  Congress  on  recently  introduced  legislation  to  increase 
current  appropriations  for  teaching  funds  at  the  land-grant  institutions. 

I  refer  specifically  to  H.R.  10876,  introduced  on  March  3  by  Mr.  Cooley,  and 
H.R.  10974,  introduced  on  March  8  by  Mr.  Dixon.  These  are  identical  bills ;  they 
have  been  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Bach  bill  states  as  its  purpose:  “To  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endow¬ 
ment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  act 
of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching 
grants  to  land-grant  institutions.” 

My  purpose  in  writing  is  to  say  that  the  proposed  increase  in  teaching 
funds  would  be  of  tremendous  help  to  the  State  university  of  New  Jersey  in 
its  efforts  to  discharge  its  responsibilities  to  the  youth  of  our  State. 

As  I  am  sure  you  know,  demands  placed  upon  us  are  becoming  progressively 
heavy,  and  we  are  doing  everything  in  our  power  to  prepare  ourselves  for  the 
sharp  rise  in  enrollment  which  will  be  felt,  particularly  in  September  of  1961, 
and  in  the  succeeding  years  of  this  decade. 

The  successful  outcome  of  the  New  Jersey  college  bond  referendum  last  No¬ 
vember  is,  of  course,  providing  great  help  in  resolving  our  problem  of  physical 
facilities,  but  we  are  a  long  way  from  solving  the  problem  of  maintaining  and 
strengthening  our  faculty  and  the  other  resources  essential  to  the  high-quality 
educational  program  the  people  of  New  Jersey  deserve  and  demand. 

If  the  proposed  program  for  further  Federal  aid  to  the  land-grant  institutions 
is  approved  by  the  Congress,  this  action  will  provide  a  total  of  $250,000  to 
Rutgers  as  compared  with  the  current  annual  appropriation  of  $118,233.27. 
This  increase  is  urgently  needed. 

I  do  hope  that  the  proposals  outlined  above  will  have  your  interest  and 
support.  Please  let  me  know  if  there  are  questions  I  can  answer  with  respect 
to  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 


Mason  W.  Gross. 


Berlin,  Conn.,  May  16,  1960. 

Mr.  Chairman  :  1.  Based  on  testimony  previously  submitted  in  this  hearing, 
I  would  like  to  suggest  that  the  request  for  authorization  of  funds  in  H.R.  10876 
be  increased  from  $9  million  which  is  based  on  the  1865  student  formula,  to 
the  present-day  student  formula,  which  would  call  for  at  least  $130  million, 
plus  an  additional  $5  million  to  take  care  of  future  increased  enrollment. 

2.  I  also  suggest  that  the  committee  adopt  a  resolution  thanking  all  of  the  land- 
grant  colleges  for  their  good  work  in  carrying  out  their  duties  and  thus  making 
this  one  of  the  outstanding  programs  of  our  country  for  citizenship  and  leader¬ 
ship  training.  (I  might  say  here  that  Connecticut  University  has  specialized  in 
egg  laying  and  prize  chicken  development;  and,  Cornell  University  and  Madison 
University  have  specialized  in  health  food  research,  resulting  in  our  agricultural 
abundance  at  this  time.) 

3.  Further,  I  suggest  that  ten  $100  scholarships  per  college,  be  awarded  out 
of  the  $5  million  special  fund  above  referred  to,  to  honor  local  past  graduates  who 
have  achieved  in  the  fields  of  leadership  and  scholastic  standing. 


D.'  T.  Larson. 
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Kingston,  R.I.,  May  21,  1060. 

Senator  Theodore  Francis  Green, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

I  urge  the  enactment  of  H.R.  10876  to  increase  annual  appropriations  for  resi¬ 
dence  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  colleges.  A  basic  problem  of  higher  educa¬ 
tion  today  is  the  compelling  need  for  funds  for  faculty  salaries,  in  Rhode  Island, 
as  in  all  States,  we  must  meet  the  challenge  of  skyrocketing  enrollments.  H.R. 
10876  will  provide  additional  funds  to  strengthen  the  university’s  faculty  in 
critical  fields.  The  State  is  increasing  appropriations  for  higher  education  as 
rapidly  as  possible.  But  further  Federal  assistance  is  essential.  I  hope  your 
committee  will  press  for  passage  of  this  vital  bill. 

Francis  Horn, 

President,  University  of  Rhode  Island. 


Fargo,  N.  Dak.,  May  19,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C.: 

We  concur  fully  in  the  statements  of  our  colleague’s  president,  John  Caldwell, 
Dean  Floyd  Andre,  and  Executive  Secretary  Russell  Thackrey  in  support  of  an 
essential  adjustment  in  resident  teaching  grants,  to  compensate  for  inflation 
and  consequent  decline  in  dollar  value  in  the  Morrill  and  Bankhead-Jones  funds 
since  1935.  The  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  constitute  one  of  the 
Nation’s  great  bulwarks  against  ignorance  and  complacency.  Their  on-going 
under  present  serious  financial  handicaps  can  be  improved  through  the  legislation 
proposed  in  H.R.  10974.  We  urgently  request  favorable  action  by  the  committees 
and  the  Congress  on  this  legislation. 

Fred  Hultz, 

President,  North  Dakota  Agriculture  College. 


Lexington,  Kt.,  May  19,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington  D.C.: 

Would  like  to  join  other  land-grant  institutions  in  giving  full  support  to 
H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974. 

Frank  G.  Dickey, 
President,  University  of  Kentucky. 


Tucson,  Ariz.,  May  23,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture,  House  of  Representatives,  Congress  of  the 
United  States,  Washington,  D.C.: 

H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974,  which  would  authorize  increases  in  the  appro¬ 
priation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions,  would  in  effect 
raise  the  level  of  support  to  instruction  to  a  point  approximately  equal  to  the 
prewar  II  level.  Drastic  inflation,  particularly  that  involving  cost  of  instruc¬ 
tion,  together  with  the  greatly  enhanced  student  enrollment,  urgently  requires 
this  additional  financial  assistance  if  the  normal  and  traditional  purposes  of 
grants  for  instruction  in  land-grant  institutions  are  to  be  met.  Respectfully  urge 
recommendation  and  approval  of  these  bills. 

Richard  A.  Harvlll, 
President,  University  of  Arizona. 

Corvallis,  Oreg.,  May  2k,  1960. 

Chairman  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  House  of  Representative, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  increase  in  appropriations  for  resident  teaching  of  agriculture  as  provided 
in  H.R.  10974  is  reasonable  and  highly  desirable.  Reasonable  from  standpoint 
of  bringing  up  the  allotment  to  the  States  somewhat  equivalent  to  what  was 
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intended  in  1935,  and  desirable  from  the  standpoint  of  the  importance  of  agri¬ 
cultural  science  to  our  economy.  There  is  no  relationship  in  this  to  the  number 
of  students  returning  to  the  farm  and  should  not  be  confused  by  any  such 
argument.  Because  of  our  situation  in  Oregon,  where  instruction  funds  are 
appropriated  to  a  board  which  supervises  several  institutions,  we  would  prefer 
that  the  act  include  a  clause  stating  that  the  increase  be  “in  addition  to  present 
funds  and  not  in  lieu  of  money  from  other  sources.” 

We  thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

A.  L.  Strand, 

President,  Oregon  State  College. 

Durham,  N.H.,  May  23,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974  will  give  the  land-grant  universities  same  propor¬ 
tion  of  support  intended  in  1935.  Inflation  and  population  increase  fully  justify 
this  change.  Furthermore,  universities  now  facing  unusual  demands  for  in¬ 
creased  educational  opportunity  urgently  need  this  equitable  adjustment  which 
involves  no  change  whatever  in  long-established  principal  in  Federal-State 
relationships. 

Strongely  urge  support  of  bill  by  your  committee. 

Eldon  L.  Johnson, 

President,  University  of  New  Hampshire. 


Kingston,  R.I.,  May  21, 1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C.: 

I  urge  the  enactment  of  H.R.  10876  to  increase  annual  appropriations  for 
residence  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  colleges.  As  basic  problems  of  higher 
education  today  is  the  compelling  need  for  funds  for  faculty  salaries,  in  Rhode 
Island,  as  in  all  States,  we  must  meet  the  challenge  of  sky  rocketing  enrollments. 
H.R.  10876  will  provide  additional  funds  to  strengthen  the  universities  faculty 
in  critical  fields.  The  State  is  increasing  appropriations  for  higher  education 
as  rapidly  as  possible.  But  further  Federal  assistance  is  essential.  I  hope 
your  committee  will  press  for  passage  of  this  vital  bill. 

Francis  H.  Horn, 

President,  University  of  Rhode  Island. 


Columbus,  Ohio,  May  21f,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Our  university  urgently  needs  the  reappraisal  and  reapportionment  of  Mon-ill 
Act  funds  proposed  in  H.R.  10974.  Funds  now  provided  have  become  a  decreas¬ 
ing  percentage  of  our  costs  of  instruction  in  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts. 
These  fields  have  increased  in  importance,  complexity,  and  scope  so  costs  have 
risen  necessarily  while  the  1935  dollars  appropriated  have  shrunk  as  inflation 
progressed.  Added  costs  of  new  laboratory  instruction  need  added  support  and 
contributions  of  your  land-grant  institutions.  Continue  to  provide  the  progress 
essential  to  the  health  of  our  future  economy.  We  urge  support  for  and  en¬ 
actment  of  H.R.  10974. 

Novice  G.  Fawcett, 
President,  the  Ohio  State  University. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  also  insert  into  the  record  a  letter  dated 
May  23,  1960,  received  from  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  at  this  point,  as  well  as  a  letter  dated  May  23, 
1960,  from  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 
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(The  letters  dated  May  23,  1960,  from  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  follow:) 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington ,  D.C.,  May  23, 1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 


Dear  Congressman  Cooley  :  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of  March  4  for  a 
report  on  H.R.  10876,  a  bill  to  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and 
support  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  act  of  June- 
29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants 
to  land-grant  institutions. 

This  Department  makes  no  recommendation  as  to  the  enactment  of  this  bill 
since  it  relates  to  a  provision  of  law  administered  by  the  Department  of  Health,. 
Education,  and  Welfare. 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  authorize  increased  appropriations  in 
the  form  of  grant  funds  for  resident  teaching  at  land-grant  institutions.  It 
would  also  authorize  the  University  of  Puerto  Rico  to  participate  in  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  the  program  on  the  same  basis  as  the  States.  The  basic  legislation  would 
not  be  modified  in  other  respects.  Specific  conditions  contained  in  the  bill  are 
are  as  follows :  (1)  Increases  the  amount  to  be  equally  distributed  to  States  from 
$1  million  each  fiscal  year  to  $7,650,000:  and  (2)  increases  the  amount  to  be 
distributed  annually  on  the  basis  of  relative  population  from  $1,501,500  each 
fiscal  year  to  $4,300,000. 

While  we  have  no  information  as  to  the  need  for  larger  Federal  grants, 
strengthening  the  resident  teaching  program  at  the  land-grant  institutions  would 
be  of  direct  benefit  to  this  Department  by  improving  the  quality  of  instruction 
and  probably  by  increasing  the  number  of  students  who  would  be  trained  in  agri¬ 
cultural  subjects.  This,  of  course,  is  very  important  because  of  the  high  per¬ 
centage  of  employees  recruited  by  this  Department  from  these  institutions.  The 
need  for  more  persons  trained  in  agriculture  is  increasing.  Commercial  organi¬ 
zations  in  recent  years  have  expanded  their  recruitment  programs  in  the  land- 
grant  institutions  and  this  had  made  it  increasingly  difficult  to  attract  agricul¬ 
turally  trained  students  for  positions  in  this  Department. 

Continuing  scientific  programs  in  all  areas  affecting  agriculture  will  require 
a  progressive  increase  in  the  number  of  technically  trained  people  with  farm 
and  agricultural  college  background.  Shortages  in  the  biological  sciences  are 
just  as  great  as  they  are  in  physics,  engineering,  and  other  technical  fields. 
Because  of  the  growing  complexity  and  increased  dependence  on  science  and 
technology  in  all  phases  of  agriculture,  there  will  be  an  increasing  demand  for 
technically  trained  personnel  beyond  that  required  in  Federal,  State,  and  in¬ 
dustrial  research.  The  increasing  amount  of  basic  research  in  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  at  the  agricultural  experiment  station  also  calls  for  more 
specialized  training  on  the  graduate  level. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare  will  comment  on  H.R.  10876  from  the  standpoint  of  the  general  relation¬ 
ship  of  the  Federal  Government  to  institutions  of  higher  learning. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission 
of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


E.  L.  Peterson,  Assistant  Secretary. 


Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 

May  23, 1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairw  an  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  March  23,  1960, 
for  a  report  on  H.R.  10876,  a  bill  to  amend  section-  22  (relating  to  the  endow¬ 
ment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  act  of 
June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching 
grants  to  land-grant  institutions. 
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This  bill  would  amend  section  22  (7  U.S.C.  329)  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act 
of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended,  to  increase  the  authorization  for  annual  appro¬ 
priations  for  Federal  grants  to  the  States  for  the  support  of  resident  teaching 
in  land-grant  colleges  and  universities,  and  to  include  Puerto  Rico  in  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  act.  The  existing  authorization  of  $1  million,  allotted  equally 
among  the  States,  would  be  increased  to  $7,650,000;  the  authorization  of 
$1,501,500,  allotted  on  the  basis  of  relative  State  population,  would  be  increased 
to  $4,300,000.  Thus  the  total  increase  in  authorized  annual  appropriations  for 
these  purposes  would  be  $9,448,500. 

Annual  appropriations  for  a  grant  of  $50,000  to  each  State  to  be  applied  to 
instruction  in  land-grant  institutions  are  also  authorized  by  the  second  (1890) 
Morrill  Act,  as  amended.  Puerto  Rico  is  eligible  to  receive  these  grants.  The 
funds  made  available  under  the  Bankhead-Jones  and  the  Second  Morrill  Acts 
may  be  used  only  for  “instruction  in  agriculture,  the  mechanic  arts,  the  English 
language,  and  in  the  various  branches  of  mathematical,  physical,  natural,  and 
economic  science  *  *  *  and  to  facilities  for  such  instruction.”  The  appropria¬ 
tions  authorized  under  both  acts  for  these  purposes  total  $5,051,500.  The  pro¬ 
posed  increase  in  the  section  22  authorization  would  increase  the  total  authoriza¬ 
tion  of  appropriations  for  this  purpose  by  approximately  140  percent. 

We  are,  of  course,  fully  aware  of  the  immeasurable  contribution  which  our 
land-grant  institutions  have  made  and  are  making  to  the  cause  of  higher  educa¬ 
tion  in  this  country.  However,  we  do  not  believe  that  additional  Federal  ap¬ 
propriations  limited  to  this  particular  group  of  institutions  can  be  justified  in 
the  light  of  present  day  needs  in  higher  education  and  in  the  light  of  the  con¬ 
tribution  that  many  other  institutions  of  higher  education,  public  and  private, 
can  make  in  meeting  these  needs.  Any  Federal  aid  to  higher  education  should 
be  pinpointed  toward  high  priority  needs  and  should  be  made  available  to  any 
qualified  institution  of  higher  education  able  and  willing  to  do  its  part  in  meet¬ 
ing  these  needs.  This  basic  principle  underlies  the  National  Defense  Educa¬ 
tion  Act  and  all  legislative  proposals  which  this  administration  has  made  or 
endorsed  in  aid  of  higher  education,  including  its  pending  proposal  for  Federal 
assistance  in  the  construction  of  housing  and  academic  facilities  (H.R.  4267 
and  H.R.  4415). 

For  these  reasons  we  are  unable  to  recommend  enactment  of  H.R.  10876. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  it  perceives  no  objection  to  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  this  report  to  your  Committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Aethub  S.  Flemming,  Secretary. 


The  Chairman.  The  Chair  will  be  glad  to  recognize  you  at  this 
time,  Mr.  Thackrey. 

Mr.  Thackrey.  Mr.  Chairman,  would  you  like  me  to  present  the 
names  of  all  of  the  witnesses,  or  just  as  they  appear? 

The  Chairman.  Just  as  you  desire,  sir.  You  may  have  them  present 
their  statements,  or  if  any  one  of  them  wants  to  insert  a  statement  in 
the  record,  we  will  be  glad  to  have  the  statement  inserted. 

Mr.  Thackrey.  Our  first  witness  will  be  Chancellor  Clifford  H. 
Hardin,  of  the  University  of  Nebraska,  who  is  president  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State  Universities. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much.  Professor  Hardin,  we  will 
be  very  glad  to  have  you  present  your  statement  now. 


STATEMENT  OF  CHANCELLOR  CLIFFORD  M.  HARDIN,  UNIVERSITY 
OF  NEBRASKA,  LINCOLN,  NEBR.,  PRESIDENT,  AMERICAN  ASSOCI¬ 
ATION  OF  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES  AND  STATE  UNIVERSITIES 

(The  complete  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Hardin  is  as  follows:) 

Testimony  by  Chancelloe  Cliffoed  M.  Haedin,  Univeesity  of  Nebeaska 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Clifford  M.  Hardin. 
I  am  chancellor  of  the  University  of  Nebraska  at  Lincoln,  and  am  serving  this 


54 


INCREASED  FUNDS  FOR  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 


year  as  president  of  the  American  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State 
Universities. 

Before  saying  something  about  the  problems  and  opportunities  of  higher  edu¬ 
cation  as  we  see  them  from  our  institution  in  Lincoln,  I  would  like  to  turn  to 
some  questions  raised  at  the  hearing  before  this  committee  on  May  16.  In¬ 
quiries  wTere  made  at  that  time  as  to  the  effect  of  shifting  the  allocations  now 
made  on  a  population  basis  under  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  to  a  formula  based 
upon  current  enrollment  of  the  land-grant  institutions  in  the  several  States. 
The  executive  secretary  of  our  association,  Mr.  Russell  I.  Thackrey,  has  not  been 
able  in  the  time  available  to  work  out  calculations  for  all  the  States  of  the  effects 
of  such  a  shift.  However,  the  matter  has  been  discussed  among  officers  of  the 
association,  and  certain  analyses  have  been  made  on  the  basis  of  which  I  offer 
the  following  observations  for  the  information  and  consideration  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  : 

(1)  Both  the  present  formula  and  the  one  proposed  in  H.R.  10876  and  H.R. 
10974,  as  you  know,  provide  for  allocation  of  funds  on  the  basis  of  flat  grants 
and  of  population  as  of  each  decennial  census.  The  question  of  shifting  to  an 
enrollment  basis  for  that  portion  of  the  amounts  represented  by  variable  grants 
has  been  raised  by  committee  members  who  were  conscious  of  situations  in 
which  populations  have  increased  substantially.  In  other  words,  they  are  the 
States  in  which  for  the  most  part  a  relatively  high  proportion  of  young  people 
attend  college.  They  are  also  in  some  instances  States  with  relatively  low  per 
capita  income. 

I  should  like  to  call  your  attention  first  to  the  fact  that  the  proposed  increase 
in  flat  grants  to  each  State  protects  the  interests  of  these  States  to  a  substantial 
extent  since  it  includes  a  40-percent  increase  as  a  population-growth  factor,  based 
on  the  increase  in  total  U.S.  population.  This  tends  to  counteract  any  disad¬ 
vantage  these  States  may  suffer  from  having  the  smaller  amount  of  grants  figured 
on  a  population  basis.  While  some  States  in  this  group  might  benefit  by  shift¬ 
ing  from  a  population  to  an  enrollment  basis,  since  they  have  a  higher  percentage 
of  land-grant  enrollment  than  population,  several  would  suffer  substantially  if 
the  entire  amount  of  the  flat  grants  in  the  new  legislation  were  shifted  to  an 
enrollment  basis.  Each  State  under  the  proposed  legislation  would  receive  ap¬ 
proximately  2  percent  of  the  flat  grants.  Any  State  which  has  less  than  2 
percent  of  total  land-grant  enrollment  would  suffer  if  enrollments  were  used  as 
the  sole  basis  of  allocation. 

(2)  A  further  complication  is  involved  in  the  fact  that  some  States  have  one 
major  State  institution  which  is  the  land-grant  State  university.  Others  have 
two  major  institutions  (or  more),  of  which  one  is  land-grant  institution.  Iowa 
is  an  example  of  this  situation.  Thus  although  total  enrollment  in  the  two  major 
State  institutions  of  Iowa  is  high  relative  to  population,  only  one  of  these  is 
counted  in  land-grant  enrollment,  while  in  another  State,  such  as  Nebraska,  there 
is  only  one  major  State  institution.  Use  of  an  enrollment  basis  would  tend  to 
discriminate  against  the  States  having  two  major  institutions,  since  it  would  be 
virtually  impossible  to  isolate  out  at  a  combined  institution  the  exact  enrollments 
which  are  attributable  especially  to  its  functions  as  a  land-grant  institution. 

(3)  Shifting  from  a  population  to  an  enrollment  basis  at  this  time  would  dras¬ 
tically  affect  the  allocations  to  certain  States  which  have  a  relatively  low  per¬ 
centage  of  students  in  their  land-grant  institutions  at  this  time  (as  compared 
to  population)  but  which  face  some  of  the  most  critical  problems  of  caring  for 
large  additional  members  of  students  in  the  future.  Pennsylvania,  New  York, 
and  New  Jersey  are  examples.  It  would  reduce,  relatively,  the  immediate  ability 
of  the  land-grant  institutions  in  these  States  to  provide  for  expected  large  in¬ 
creases  in  enrollment.  At  the  same  time,  it  would  over  the  long  run  place  certain 
of  these  States  in  an  advantageous  position  relative  to  the  States  which  now 
have  high  enrollments  and  relatively  low  populations,  and  also  relatively  low 
incomes. 

(4)  The  present  formula— the  same  as  the  one  proposed  in  these  bills — has 
the  advantage  of  simplicity  and  is  easy  to  administer.  Because  the  variable 
grant  is  on  the  basis  of  population  as  of  each  decennial  census,  the  amounts 
involved  are  fixed  and  constant  over  a  10-year  period  as  a  basis  for  budgetary 
and  other  planning.  While  this  may  have  both  undesirable  and  desirable  fea¬ 
tures,  it  is  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the  bills  in  bringing  the  1935  alloca¬ 
tions  up  to  date  in  terms  of  1960.  The  heads  of  all  the  land-grant  institutions 
are  familiar  with  this  and  have  agreed  to  it. 
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In  summary,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest  that  while  the  present  formula  is  not 
perfect  it  is  probably  as  equitable  as  may  be  arrived  at  at  the  present  time.  To 
devise  a  new  one  which  would  take  into  account  all  the  factors  of  enrollment,  di¬ 
versity  of  institutions,  per  capita  income,  prospective  growth,  and  the  like  to 
which  I  have  referred,  would  require  the  labors  of  a  considerable  staff  for  an 
extended  period. 

I  do  believe  that,  if  the  proposed  legislation  is  enacted  as  I  hope  it  will  be,  this 
committee  should  review  it  after  it  has  been  in  operation  for  about  5  years.  At 
that  time  the  impact  of  the  sharp  increase  in  college  enrollments  which  will  occur 
in  the  immediate  future  will  be  much  clearer  than  it  is  at  present,  and  a  deter¬ 
mination  made  as  to  whether  or  not  corrections  are  needed. 

Mr.  Hardin.  I  might  add  to  this  formal  statement,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  we  have  made  some  computations  at  our  own  institution  in  Ne¬ 
braska.  The  contribution  under  these  combined  bills  in  1935  repre¬ 
sented  a  little  over  8  percent  of  our  teaching  budget,  whereas  for  this 
coming  year  it  will  amount  to  1 14  percent,  on  the  basis  of  the  present 
appropriation. 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Hardin,  for  your 
statement.  How  many  of  the  land-grant  colleges  in  the  association 
are  State  universities — about  all  of  them  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  Yes,  all  of  them. 

The  Chairman.  And  does  that  organization  support  the  legisla¬ 
tion  that  we  have  before  us  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  It  does ;  yes,  indeed. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Are  there  any  questions  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  Does  not  the  whole  trend  of  your  discussion  simply  point 
out  that  there  would  be  a  considerable  change  if  we  went  to  the  enroll¬ 
ment  basis  ? 

What  are  we  trying  to  do  by  giving  these  institutions  this  money  ? 
Who  are  we  trying  to  help  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  We  are  trying  to  help  these  students.  Of  course; 
that  is  the  primary  objective. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  students  who  are  taking  agriculture  and  mechan¬ 
ical  courses  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  If  we  based  this  simply  on  an  enrollment  basis,  it  would 
become  a  Federal  aid-to-education  program ;  would  it  not  ?  If  we  are 
going  to  hand  out  the  money  to  every  educational  institution  in  the 
various  States,  we  have  simply  got  a  Federal  aid-to-education  bill; 
have  we  not  ? 

I  do  not  ask  your  views  as  to  whether  Federal  aid  to  education  is 
something  that  you  are  for  or  against.  We  expect  to  vote  on  that  in 
the  near  future  in  the  House. 

I  am  interested  in  giving  special  aid  to  this  particular  type  of 
institution.  That  is  what  the  original  bill  was  for.  That  is  why  we 
established  the  land-grant  system.  It  was  to  establish  agriculture 
and  mechanical  institutions  in  the  colleges  of  this  Nation. 

Should  not  our  assistance  be  in  proportion  to  the  population  in  the 
States  who  are  being  served  by  the  agricultural  and  mechanical  in¬ 
stitutions  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  It  probably  does  not  make  a  great  deal  of  difference 
in  the  long  run.  As  I  tried  to  indicate,  it  would  be  of  advantage  to 
some  of  the  States. 
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Mr.  Poage.  I  know  that  you  indicated  that  it  would  be  of  advan¬ 
tage  to  some  of  the  States  some  of  the  time.  You  point  out  that  in 
certain  Eastern  States,  that  the  immediate  effect  of  it  would  be  to 
hurt  them,  but  in  the  long  run  that  they  would  get  the  advantage  if 
this  aid  were  put  on  the  enrollment  basis. 

Mr.  Hardin.  I  think  the  point  is  that  it  is  very  difficult  to  differ¬ 
entiate.  For  example,  in  my  institution  the  students  that  are  pri¬ 
marily  engaged  in  agricultural  and  mechanical  arts — we  could  make 
a  good  guess  at  it - 

Mr.  Poage.  In  fact,  the  weak  point  in  this  bill  is  that  it  so  closely 
approaches  straight  Federal  aid. 

The  Chairman.  Do  you  think  that  this  present  program  as  sug¬ 
gested  would  make  a  difference  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  It  has,  at  least,  the  advantage  of  being  well  under¬ 
stood.  I  might  say  that  my  own  institution,  that  is,  in  it  it  would  not 
make  a  bit  of  difference. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  reason  we  had  the  other  formula  was  that  at  that 
time  you  did  not  have  any  enrollment.  At  that  time  we  were  estab¬ 
lishing  new  institutions.  Obviously,  you  had  to  use  some  other 
formula. 

Mr.  Hardin.  We  did  in  1897  and  1935. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  was  necessary  at  that  time.  The  old  formula  was 
not  established  to  meet  the  conditions  of  growing  institutions,  but  was 
a  formula  which  was  to  serve  the  needs  of  the  institutions  which  were 
not  in  existence.  It  was  to  eable  us  to  create  these  institutions. 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  have  an  entirely  different  situation  now. 
I  am  not  saying  anything  about  Iowa  or  Nebraska,  but  I  am  speaking 
of  Texas,  where  I  want  to  increase  the  money  for  the  agriculture  and 
mechanical  college.  I  went  to  the  University  of  Texas,  but  I  am  not 
willing  to  use  this  agricultural  money  to  endow  the  University  of 
Texas.  I  would  like  to  see  that  institution  prosper.  I  would  like  to 
see  it  develop.  But  this  is  not  the  place  to  come  to  endow  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Hardin.  I  think  that  we  would  agree  that  philosophically  here 
there  is  a  good  basis  for  using  enrollment  figures  as  a  basis  for,  at 
least,  a  part  of  the  distribution  of  these  funds. 

I  think  there  is  something  to  be  said  for  having  part  of  it  on  a  flat 
basis.  But  you  do  have  this  problem,  that  I  think  from  an  adminis¬ 
trative  point  of  view,  at  least,  it  should  be  considered,  that  is,  the  en¬ 
rollment  changes  every  year,  and  perhaps  you  could  arrive  at  some 
base  that  would  be  used  for  10  years,  but  I  think  that  there  is  some 
advantage  in  having  a  definite  figure  for  a  decade  for  us  to  work  with 
on  this,  whether  it  is  enrollment  or  population. 

I  hope  that  it  could  be  that  so  that  there  would  be  a  certain  amount 
of  stability  in  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  referred  to  the  States  of  New  Jersey  and  New 
York  and  Pennsylvania,  I  believe - 

Mr.  Hardin.  Yes. 

Mr.  Poage.  Which  have  a  very  small  enrollment  at  the  present  time, 
but  if  they  would  later  have  a  large  enrollment  as  it  was  hoped,  it 
would  increase  their  amount.  "When  they  have  a  small  enrollment, 
they  do  not  need  much  Federal  help,  but  when  they  have  a  large  enroll¬ 
ment,  they  should  get  a  larger  share  of  the  Federal  help. 
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I  would  mention  the  situation  in  the  State  from  which  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma  comes.  When  I  was  a  boy,  Oklahoma  A.  &  M.  did 
not  amount  to  much.  But  Oklahoma  State  University  today  is  one 
of  our  great  institutions. 

Mr.  Albert.  That  is  so  long  ago  that  you  refer  to,  that  I  do  not 
remember.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  right.  It  was  then  the  Indian  Territory,  but 
its  A.  &  M.  is  now  a  great  institution.  Obviously,  they  are  not  entitled 
to  the  same  amount  of  money  when  they  had  only  400  students  enrolled 
as  they  are  when  they  have  5,000  or  10,000  students. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  This  is  the  line  of  reasoning  that  we  followed  when  we 
started  these  hearings.  I  think  much  can  be  said  for  Mr.  Poage’s 
point  of  view. 

There  is  another  thought  that  I  was  thinking  about.  One  reason, 
possibly,  why  some  of  these  land-grant  colleges  have  small  enrollments 
is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  State  encouraged  other  institutions  to  build 
strong  departments  of  agriculture. 

That  is  not  only  true  in  the  State  institutions,  but  also,  in  private 
institutions.  And  I  do  not  think  that  priority  in  developing  strong 
departments  of  agriculture  should  be  given  to  the  land-grant  colleges. 

Would  not  a  resort  to  a  formula  like  we  have  in  many  of  our  pro¬ 
grams  of  Federal  help  to  institutions  based  upon  enrollment,  tend  to 
make  the  States  centralize  agriculture  more  in  the  land-grant  colleges 
where  it  belongs? 

Mr.  Hardin.  I  think  that  it  would,  sir,  yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Albert.  Would  you  yield  ? 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes. 

Mr.  Albert.  Of  course,  the  universities  have  strong  mechanical 
departments  as  well  as  agricultural  departments ;  do  they  not  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  A  great  many  of  them  have  colleges  of  engineering. 
Mr.  Albert.  I  was  inclined  to  agree  with  what  Mr.  Poage  has  been 
j|  saying  when  the  matter  first  came  up,  but  after  analyzing  the  flat 
grant,  I  think  that  we  had  better  stick  with  what  we  have.  You  are 
not  going  to  be  able  to  change  a  school’s  plan  or  faculty  on  the  basis 
of  a  guess  as  to  what  the  enrollment  might  be  next  year.  If  grants 
are  based  on  year-to-year  populations,  you  will  run  into  fluctuations 
in  operating  your  plant  that  would  not  be  satisfactory. 

Mr.  Hardin.  It  would  be  a  handicap.  There  are  several  ways  that 
this  can  be  done.  I  think  that  we  could  argue  that  the  enrollment 
basis  would  be  all  right,  and  we  could  argue  that  some  other  basis 
would  be  all  right,  with  good  logic. 

It  is  simply  this,  that  after  we  have  considered  all  of  the  factors,  we 
are  inclined  to  feel  that  all  things  considered  on  balance,  this  represents 
about  the  most  workable  plan  and  the  simplest  plan  to  accomplish 
the  objective. 

I  would  not  argue  with  you  a  minute  on  changing  to  another  plan. 
Mr.  Poage.  Again,  I  will  use  Texas  as  an  example,  because  it  is  the 
only  State  with  which  I  am  even  reasonably  familiar.  To  what  school 
will  this  money  go?  Texas  A.  &M.? 

Mr.  Hardin.  Texas  A.  &  M. 
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Mr.  Poage.  Texas  University  has  a  big  engineering  department* 
And  Sam  Houston  State  College  has  an  agriculture  department. 
Would  they  be  given  money,  and  if  so  on  what  basis  ? 

I  am  asking  for  information.  On  what  basis  would  they  get  assist¬ 
ance  if  they  would  get  any  ?  I  thought  that  it  went  on  the  "basis  of  the 
students  taking  agricultural  and  mechanical  courses. 

Mr.  Hardin.  This  would  go  to  the  institutions  that  are  part  of  the 
land-grant  system  as  defined  in  the  original  Morrill  Act  and  the 
amendments  thereto  which  in  Texas,  I  believe  I  am  right,  Mr.  Thack- 
rey  can  correct  me  if  I  am  wrong,  would  include  Texas  A.  &  M. 

Mr.  Thackrey.  Yes.  The  Texas  A.  &  M.  system. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  that  would  include  the  Negro  college  at  Prairie 
^  iew,  and  the  two  north  Texas  branch  colleges  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  This  is  by  action  of  the  Texas  Legislature,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Poage.  It  is  the  constitution  which  created  Texas  A.  &  M. 
Texas  A.  &  M.  is  older  than  the  University  of  Texas.  The  constitu¬ 
tion  says  that  it  shall  be  part  of  the  university,  but  to  operate  inde¬ 
pendently,  a,nd  it  did.  until  the  university  found  oil,  and  then  Texas 
A.  &  M.  decided  that  it  was  indeed  a  part  of  the  university. 

Mr.  Hardin.  But  the  inclusion  of  these  other  campuses  was  a  later 
action. 

Mr.  Poage.  Yes. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  Will  you  yield  ? 

The  Chairman.  The  Chair  was  going  to  yield  to  Mr.  Hoeven. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  It  is  on  the  same  point.  Do  I  understand,  for  in¬ 
stance,  as  to  the  State  of  New  York,  that  the  allocation  of  funds  there 
would  be  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  of  population  in  the  State  of  New 
1  ork,  but  that  the  funds  received  by  the  State  would  then  be  al¬ 
located  to  those  institutions  within  the  State  who  are  members  of  the 
land-grant  group  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  Yes,  that  is  right. 

I  believe  that  Cornell  is  the  institution  in  New  York. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  I  am  familiar  with  that  fact. 

Mr.  Hardin.  Yes. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Mr.  Hoeven. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  As  you  have  so  well  pointed  out,  the  use  of  an  en¬ 
rollment  basis  would  discriminate  against  Iowa.  We  not  only  have 
two  major  institutions,  but  actually  have  three  major  institutions  in 
our  State.  The  land-grant  college  used  to  be  called  Iowa  State  College 
of  Agriculture  and  Mechanical  Arts.  Its  name  has  now  been  changed 
to  Iowa  State  University. 

We,  also  have  a  State  University  of  Iowa. 

And  we  have  an  Iowa  State  Teachers  College. 

A  moment  ago  Dr.  Dixon  said  that  he  objected  to  any  outside  col¬ 
leges  having  a  strong  department  of  agriculture.  By  the  same  token, 
do  you  not  think  that  the  land-grant  colleges  should  remain  within 
their  own  bailiwick,  and  not  go  out  and  take  over  courses  now  being 
taught  in  universities  and  State  colleges  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  I  have  read  some  of  the  newspaper  accounts  from 
Iowa,  sir.  And  maybe  I  had  better  stay  out  of  that  one.  I  know  that 
there  is  an  issue  there. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  am  not  asking  you  to  commit  yourself.  If  we  are 
going  to  be  so  jealous  of  the  rights  and  the  prerogatives  of  a  land- 
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grant  college,  then  I  think  we  should  stick  to  the  original  purposes 
for  setting  up  these  colleges  and  have  them  teach  agricultural  and 
mechanical  arts  courses  of  study. 

Many  land-grant  colleges  have  liberal  arts  courses,  and  they  grant 
bachelor  of  science  degrees  in  English  and  in  foreign  languages  and 
all  of  that.  It  seems  to  me  they  are  going  far  afield  from  the  original 
purposes  of  land-grant  colleges. 

If  we  are  going  to  give  Federal  help  to  the  land-grant  colleges  they 
should  not  be  expanding  and  taking  over  the  functions  of  State  uni¬ 
versities  and  at  the  same  time  hope  to  maintain  their  integrity  and 
status  as  land-grant  colleges. 

This  is  something  that  ought  to  be  very  carefully  considered. 

Mr.  Hardin.  Yes.  This  situation  varies  greatly  from  State  to 
State.  We  have  only  the  single  institution.  In  other  words,  where 
the  original  allocation  was  made  to  a  separate  agricultural  and  me¬ 
chanical  arts  institution  they  have,  of  course,  found  through  the  years 
it  necessary  to  provide  certain  liberal  arts  subjects,  coupled  with  the 
education  of  the  engineers,  and  also  home  economics,  and  so  forth. 
And  this,  I  think,  everyone  is  agreed  is  proper. 

There  has  been  some  discussion  in  some  States  as  to  how  far  this 
specialization  should  go — should  you  have  an  English  student  only, 
or  should  you  permit  some  other  students  to  major  in  English.  I 
think  that  this  is  a  separate  issue. 

I  would,  if  you  will  permit  me,  not  to  become  involved  in  that  dis¬ 
cussion. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  It  seems  to  me  that  a  land-grant  college,  regardless  of 
what  State  it  is  in,  should  not  get  too  far  afield  from  the  original  pur¬ 
pose  in  establishing  such  college. 

Mr.  Short.  Will  you  yield  ? 

Mr.  Hoeven.  Yes. 

Mr.  Short.  To  clarify  this  distinction  a  little  bit  more,  it  is  not  clear 
in  my  mind  as  to  what  constitutes  a  land-grant  college. 

In  North  Dakota  I  am  sure  that  the  State  university  and  the  State 
agricultural  institution  participate  equally  in  the  benefits  from  the 
land-grant  college  funds. 

Mr.  Hardin.  I  do  not  think  so.  I  think  that  North  Dakota  State 
College  is  a  land-grant  institution  and  is  the  only  one  of  the  institu¬ 
tions  that  receives  grants  under  this  act. 

Mr.  Short.  There  is  the  allocation  of  funds  from  the  revenue  ob¬ 
tained  by  the  State  land  department  from  the  land  that  was  granted 
to  the  State  for  the  support  of  educational  institutions — that  is  allo¬ 
cated  specifically  not  only  to  our  State  university  and  to  our  agricul¬ 
tural  college,  but  to  some  of  our  State  normals.  Are  they  not,  in 
effect,  all  land-grant  colleges  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  Not  in  the  legal  sense  under  the  Morrill  Act.  I  think 
I  am  light  on  that. 

I  suspect  that  your  situation  is  similar  to  ours.  We  have  a  State 
commission  of  lands,  and  the  funds  received  from  the  lands  which  it 
administers,  that  support  other  educational  institutions  in  the  State, 
but  the  University  of  Nebraska  was  the  only  institution  that  received 
grants  under  the  Morrill  Act  of  1862. 

Mr.  Short.  You  are  talking  about  the  land  grants  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  Yes,  under  this  specific  legislation.  And  I  believe  that 
North  Dakota  is  the  only  institution  that  receives  currently  under  the 
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Morrill  and  Bankhead- Jones  Acts  the  annual  appropriation  for  teach¬ 
ing  purposes.  Am  I  right  ? 

Mr.  Thackrey.  Yes. 

Mr.  Short.  We  are  talking  about  land-grant  colleges  here.  I  was 
just  trying  to  clarify  what  was  a  land-grant  institution. 

Mr.  Hardin.  There  were  land  grants  made  for  a  variety  of  purposes 
in  the  early  days,  as  you  gentlemen  well  know.  And  we  have  used  this, 
I  suppose,  rather  loosely,  but  we  refer  here  to  the  institutions  desig¬ 
nated  under  the  Morrill  Act  of  1862,  and  the  amendments  thereto. 

The  North  Dakota  State  College  is  the  institution  in  North  Dakota 
that  participates  under  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Short.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  have  just  one  question. 

Your  institution  has  already  right  now  the  appropriation  for  the 
current  year  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  Yes. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Would  there  be  any  difficulty  at  all  to  turn  over  to  a 
formula  based  on  enrollment  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  The  figure  that  is  most  commonly  used  is  the  fall  term 
enrollment  which,  I  think,  is  produced  by  the  Office  of  Education  and 
is  released  along  about  November  of  each  year.  And  this  is  computed 
for  each  university. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  would  not  be  an  insurmountable  obstacle  at  all. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Poage.  May  I  go  back  to  Mr.  Short’s  question?  How  was  the 
land-grant  designation  determined  ?  I  know  in  1862  they  knew  what 
the  colleges  were,  but  a  great  many  of  them  have  come  into  the  system 
since  that  time.  I  go  back  to  my  own  State,  where  I  know  that  an 
institution  which  teaches  agricultural  and  mechanical  arts  has  come 
in  as  a  land-grant  institution.  Texas  A.  &  M.  was  not  opened  until 
some  years  after  1862. 

Mr.  Hardin.  The  State  legislature  so  designates. 

Mr.  Thackrey.  It  is  by  act  of  the  legislature. 

Mr.  Poage.  The  number  of  designated  institutions  does  not  increase 
the  amount  of  money  to  the  State  ? 

Mr.  Thackrey.  It  does  not. 

Mr.  Poage.  Why  does  it  not  ?  Of  course,  if  you  put  it  entirely  on  a 
population  basis  it  would  not  increase  it,  but  there  are  other  factors 
than  population. 

Mr.  Hardin.  And  the  flat  grant,  a  flat  amount  to  each  State,  which 
represents  about  2  percent. 

Mr.  Poage.  That  is  the  reason  it  makas  no  difference  whether  you 
have  one  or  three  or  four  land-grant  colleges,  the  total  amount  of 
money  will  be  the  same  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  That  is  another  reason  for  keeping  it  on  the  popula¬ 
tion  basis.  Conceivably,  if  you  put  it  on  an  enrollment  basis,  every 
State  legislature  could  designate  additional  institutions. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  every  institution  would  be  a  land-grant  college, 
and  would  make  everybody  who  is  studying  engineering  or  agricul¬ 
ture  in  the  State,  in  any  State  school,  receive  a  grant? 

Mr.  Hardin.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  Poage.  But  if  we  keep  it  on  a  population  basis,  only  those  insti¬ 
tutions  teaching  engineering  and  agriculture  would  receive  the  grant  ? 
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Mr.  Hardin.  Yes. 

Mr.  Poage.  If,  for  instance,  the  University  of  Texas,  and  A.  &  M. 
were  both  land-grant  institutions  and  you  had  25,000  students,  or 
20,000  students,  or  whatever  the  number  is,  at  the  University  of  Texas, 
and  8,000  at  the  A.  &  M.  College,  you  would  simply  dilute  the  amount 
per  student  ? 

Mr.  Hardin.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  would  not  increase  the  total,  but  you  would  spread 
is  over  the  total  number  with  a  lesser  amount  per  capita? 

Mr.  Hardin.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you,  very  much,  Mr.  Hardin. 

We  will  hear  next  from  Mr.  Elvis  J.  Stahr,  Jr.,  president  of  West 
Virginia  University,  Morgantown,  W.  Va. 

Mr.  Stubblefield.  If  I  may,  may  I  say  just  a  word?  Mr.  Stahr 
was  a  circuit  judge  in  my  State,  and  I  am  glad  to  have  him  here. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  very  glad  to  have  our  colleague  here  from 
West  Virginia — we  are  glad  to  recognize  Mr.  Bailey. 

STATEMENT  OF  ELVIS  J.  STAHR,  JR.,  PRESIDENT,  WEST  VIRGINIA 
UNIVERSITY,  MORGANTOWN,  W.  VA. 

Mr.  Stahr.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name 
is  Elvis  J.  Stahr,  Jr.  I  am  president  of  West  Virginia  University. 
I  am  also  a  member  of  the  Legislative  Committee  of  the  American 
Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State  Universities.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  privilege  of  appearing  before  you  to  make  this  brief 
statement  in  regard  to  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974.  I  am  sure  that 
I  speak  not  only  for  West  Virginia  University,  but  also  for  all  other 
land-grant  institutions,  in  urging  your  favorable  consideration  of 
these  identical  measures. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  a  student  at  one  of  the  greatest  foreign 
institutions  and  a  staff  member  at  one  of  our  own  largest  private  in¬ 
stitutions.  I  also  had  the  privilege  of  serving  as  executive  director  of 
the  President’s  Committee  on  Education  Beyond  High  School  a  few 
years  ago,  which  gave  me  an  exceptional  opportunity  to  gain  an  over¬ 
view  of  American  higher  education.  Aagainst  that  background,  and 
with  no  intent  to  disparge  the  contributions  of  any  kind  or  class  of 
institutions,  I  express  the  firm  conviction  that  the  establishment  of  the 
land-grant  institutions  nearly  100  years  ago,  as  a  direct  result  of  Fed¬ 
eral  concern  and  action,  is  the  most  significant  contribution  to  the 
development  of  higher  education  yet  made  in  any  nation  or  by  any 
nation  in  all  history. 

These  institutions  are  carrying  a  tremendous  load  today.  They 
have  two  basic  purposes,  both  in  the  national  interest :  (1)  To  provide 
genuine  opportunity  to  individual  American  youth,  regardless  of 
family  circumstances,  to  develop  their  own  talents  so  that  they  may 
be  enlightened,  useful,  and  productive  citizens,  well-fitted  for  what¬ 
ever  calling  they  may  have  the  ability  and  desire  to  pursue;  and  (2) 
to  strengthen  our  Nation  economically,  culturally,  politically,  and 
militarily  through  research,  through  service  to  the  people  of  the 
several  States,  and  through  helping  to  expand  and  extend  the  level 
and  quality  of  education  of  our  people,  which  is  indispensable  to 
successful  self-government,  cultural  growth,  and  national  strength. 
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There  is  nothing  new,  revolutionary,  or,  it  seems  to  me,  even  con¬ 
troversial  in  the  bills  you  are  considering.  The  Federal  Government 
fathered  the  land-grant  colleges  and  has  helped  sustain  them  from 
the  beginning.  Their  mother  States  have  assumed  a  steadily  increas¬ 
ing  share  of  their  support,  however,  both  absolutely  and  relatively. 
They  have  become  strong  and  immensely  useful  and  valuable  to  both 
mother  and  father  as  a  result.  As  we  face  the  tremendous  challenges 
of  the  sixties,  it  is  surely  not  reasonable  that  father  should  slough  off 
his  continuing  responsibility.  Yet  the  bills  before  you  would  actually 
do  no  more  than  bring  back  father’s  share,  the  smaller  share,  to  where 
it  was  25  years  ago.  Mother’s  share  has  long  since  increased  many 
times  beyond  its  level  of  that  time,  measured  by  any  imaginable 
standard. 

All  the  members  of  this  committee  are  familiar  with  the  programs 
of  research-support  undertaken  by  the  Federal  Government  in  the 
last  15  years,  in  part  to  improve  the  prosperity  and  efficiency  of  our 
people  and  in  part  as  a  matter  of  sheer  national  necessity  in  this  com¬ 
petitive  world. 

You  also  know  of  the  great  upsurge  of  enrollments  in  our  elemen¬ 
tary  and  secondary  schools,  which  is  now  reaching  the  colleges  and 
universities.  You  are  familiar  with  the  expansion  of  the  vocational 
education  programs,  both  in  agriculture  and  in  other  fields ;  with  the 
increased  attention  to  soil  conservation;  with  the  4-H  Club  work  with 
our  young  people. 

All  of  these  programs  are  fine  and  essential,  but  I  would  remind 
you  that  they  all  take  trained  people  to  carry  them  out. 

The  bills  before  you — H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974 — represent  a 
modest  attempt  to  do  something  on  the  side  of  educating  the  people 
who  carry  out  so  many  of  these  essential  programs. 

As  Chancellor  Caldwell  pointed  out  in  his  testimony  last  week, 
nearly  30  percent  of  all  master’s  degrees  in  the  field  of  education — 
the  level  required  for  high  school  teaching — are  given  in  the  land- 
grant  institutions.  Most  of  our  soil  conservation  service  workers, 
county  agents,  vocational  agriculture  teachers,  4-H  workers,  get  their 
basic  training  in  our  land-grant  colleges  and  universities.  More  than 
half  the  advanced  degrees  in  the  basic  biological  sciences — essential 
to  research  in  these  fields — are  given  in  the  land-grant  graduate 
schools. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  asking  the  National  Government  to  as¬ 
sume  a  substantially  new  or  larger  share  of  the  cost  of  paying  faculty 
members  in  the  land-grant  institutions. 

May  I  offer  an  illustration  of  how  modest  these  bills  really  are? 
In  West  Virginia,  the  1935-36  appropriation  to  land-grant  institutions 
from  State  tax  funds  was  $1,262,000,  while  the  Federal  allocation  for 
land-grant  instructional  purposes  was  $70,000,  of  5%  percent  of  the 
basic  operating  budget;  for  1959-60,  the  appropriation  from  State 
taxes  was  $10,600,000,  while  the  Federal  allocation  was  $90,000,  or 
less  than  1  percent  of  the  basic  operating  budget.  Under  the  legisla¬ 
tion  pending  before  you.  West  Virginia’s  Federal  allocation  would 
go  up  to  about  $250,000  in  1960-61,  yet  the  State  appropriation  for 
that  year  has  already  been  increased  about  $1,250,000  by  the  1960  legis¬ 
lature.  Thus,  Federal  percentage  will  go  up  only  to  about  2  percent, 
still  far  short  of  the  5%  percent  of  25  years  ago.  The  enrollment  at 
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the  university,  incidentally,  lias  increased  from  2,570  in  the  fall  of 
1935  to  about  6,400  in  the  fall  of  1959,  or  nearly  150  percent. 

Further  increases  are  inevitable,  unless  we  simply  fail  to  find  the 
resources  to  enable  us  to  take  them.  We  are  most  reluctant  to  deny 
today’s  and  tomorrow’s  youth  as  much  of  an  opportunity  as  we  af¬ 
forded  the  youth  of  yesterday.  This  would  be  a  tragedy  for  our 
State  and  for  its  young  people,  and  if  extended  nationally  would  be  a 
complete  reversal  of  the  American  dream. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  include  a  quotation  from  the  second  report  to 
the  President  by  the  non-partisan  President’s  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  Beyond  High  School  ?  In  referring  to  the  annual  Federal  grants 
to  our  land-grant  institutions,  the  committee  stated : 

It  should  be  noted  that  these  annual  sums  were  and  are  being  provided  only 
to  institutions  which  have  been  designated  by  the  States.  Secondly,  these  funds 
are  distributed  on  the  basis  of  legislative  formulas  which  have  been  an  important 
influence  in  bringing  forth  education  and  research  in  some  States  where  little 
existed  before.  Thirdly,  the  States  and  institutions  in  general  have  been  free 
to  set  their  own  objectives  and  programs  within  the  broad  general  outlines  of 
the  Federal  grants.  As  a  result,  there  has  been  little  or  no  charge  or  complaint 
of  Federal  control  in  the  administration  of  these  educational  programs  now 
nearly  a  century  old. 

The  grants  do  not  provide  for  facilities,  buildings,  or  maintenance.  Never¬ 
theless,  they  have  had  a  great  and  lasting  influence  on  education  beyond  the 
high  school  throughout  the  Nation.  The  land-grant  system  has  grown  steadily 
through  the  years  and  has  given  new  breadth  to  traditional  concepts  of  the 
functions  of  colleges  and  universities.  It  has  been  a  major  factor  in  encour¬ 
aging  the  growth  of  State  colleges  and  universities  and  the  acceptance  of  science 
and  engineering  as  a  part  of  the  college  and  university  curriculum.  Through 
its  influence  education  was  made  more  accessible  and  the  civilizing  influence 
of  the  university  was  extended  throughout  our  culture. 

I  might  interpolate  that  most  of  the  State  institutions  which  have 
been  formed  that  are  not  land-grant  schools  have  resulted  from  the 
philosophy  of  higher  education  which  was  first  and  firmly  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  land-grant  acts. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  repeat  that  what  we  are  asking,  and  all 
we  are  asking,  is  that  this  support  from  Federal  sources  be  brought 
back  somewhat  nearer  the  level  of  effectiveness  of  25  years  ago.  The 
amounts  involved  are  not  large  in  terms  of  the  total  support  needed 
for  teaching  purposes  in  land-grant  institutions,  but  they  will  be 
extremely  helpful.  They  may  make  the  “added  difference  1  in  many 
cases  which  will  make  it  possible  to  retain  many  good  people  in  teach¬ 
ing,  in  the  face  of  competition  from  other  areas  which  offer  substan¬ 
tially  higher  financial  rewards. 

I  thank  the  committee  for  its  courtesy  to  me  this  morning. 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Stahr.  Are  there 
any  questions?  If  not,  we  thank  you  for  appearing  here. 

Mr.  Stahr.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  I  now  recognize  our  distinguished  colleague  mem¬ 
ber  from  West  Virginia,  Senator  Jennings  Randolph,  with  whom 
many  of  us  served.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  now. 

STATEMENT  0E  HON.  JENNINGS  RANDOLPH,  A  TJ.S.  SENATOR  EROM 
THE  STATE  0E  WEST  VIRGINIA 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee, 
I  am  grateful  for  the  opportunity,  and  I  respond  to  the  responsibility 
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this  morning,  to  reinforce  the  excellent  statement  made  by  our  rather 
recently  acquired  and  distinguished  educator,  Dr.  Elvis  Stahr,  who 
has  come  to  head  up  West  Virginia  University  at  Morgantown  in  our 
State. 

He  has  focused,  very  properly,  attention  on  the  general  subject  mat¬ 
ter  and  also  has  been  specific  as  to  the  impact  of  this  legislation  if  it 
becomes  law,  that  it  would  constructively  assist  West  Virginia  Uni¬ 
versity  as  a  land-grant  institution. 

I  appear  in  favor  of  the  legislative  purpose  which  has  been  em¬ 
bodied  in  the  bills  presented  by  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  of  the  House,  Mr.  Cooley,  with  whom  I  had  the  pleasure 
of  serving  in  the  House,  as  I  had  the  pleasure  of  serving  with  other 
Members  who  sit  on  this  committee.  I  remember  that. 

But,  I  also  am  thinking  in  terms  not  only  of  the  chairman's  bill 
but  also  the  measure  which  has  been  presented  by  Representative 
Dixon. 

In  other  words,  I  believe  there  is  an  across-the-board  approach  to 
this  problem.  And  I  think  that  is  as  it  should  be  in  a  matter  of  this 
kind. 

In  effect,  in  West  Virginia,  where  we  have  percentagewise  increased 
our  contribution  to  the  purpose  of  resident  teaching  in  the  land-grant 
college  at  the  State  university — in  fact,  the  Federal  Government  is 
in  the  position  of  actively  having  decreased  the  amount  of  its  con¬ 
tribution.  And  as  Dr.  Stahr  has  so  well  said,  the  funds  to  be  used 
go  for  resident  teaching  alone. 

May  I  express  very  strongly  my  sincere  belief  that  the  informed 
and  inspired  teaching  which  we  so  need  in  West  Virginia,  and  which 
is  so  needed  in  other  States,  will  be  strengthened  substantially  by  the 
additional  funds  which  would  be  provided  if  this  legislation  is  to 
become  law. 

I  am  delighted  to  associated  myself  this  morning  with  Representa¬ 
tives  Bailey  and  Hechler  of  our  State  delegation.  Presumably,  they 
will  speak  in  their  own  time  or,  at  least,  embrace  with  me  our  appre¬ 
ciation  of  Dr.  Stahr’s  leadership  at  the  university.  In  his  appearance 
here,  he  reflects,  I  believe,  in  a  nonpartisan  way,  but  yet  in  an  effective 
appeal,  the  reasoning  of  West  Virginians  and  the  officials  at  the 
university  on  this  vital  matter. 

I  hope  that  within  the  judgment  of  the  committee  that  favorable 
consideration  may  be  given  to  his  presentation  and  that  the  cumulative 
effect  of  those  who  believe  in  the  passage  of  such  legislation  will 
cause  the  membership  of  the  committee  to  act  affirmatively  on  this 
matter. 

Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator  Randolph. 

The  Chair  now  recognizes  Congressman  Bailey  of  West  Virginia. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CLEVELAND  M.  BAILEY.  A  REPRESENTATIVE 

IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  THIRD  CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICT  OF 

THE  STATE  OF  WEST  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  Bailey.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am 
here  as  dean  of  the  delegation  in  the  House  from  West  Virginia  to 
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support  ardently  and  fullheartedly  the  proposal  proposed  by  the 
president  of  our  West  Virginia  University,  Dr.  Stahr. 

I  note  that  one  of  the  other  members  of  the  delegation  from  West 
Virginia,  Congressman  Hechler,  is  present,  and  I  will  divide  my  1 
minute  that  I  asked  for  by  at  this  time  asking  Congressman  Hechler 
if  he  cares  to  support  the  position  of  the  president  of  the  university. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  very  glad  to  have  you  here,  Congressman 
Hechler. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  KEN  HECHLER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 

CONGRESS  FROM  THE  FOURTH  CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICT  OF  THE 

STATE  OF  WEST  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  Hechler.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  cer- 
I  tainly  hope  that  the  committee  will  favorably  consider  the  two  bills 
f  which  will  mean  so  much  to  West  Virginia  University  and  the  land- 
grant  colleges  all  over  the  Nation. 

I  believe  that  President  Stahr  quite  dramatically  illustrated  the 
decline  in  Federal  contributions  since  1935  in  percentage. 

I  certainly  support  the  position  taken  by  President  Stahr  and  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  legislation  will  mean  a  great  deal  to  the  land-grant 
colleges  and  education  all  over  the  country. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bailey.  In  conclusion,  let  me  thank  you  in  advance  for  what 
I  feel  sure  this  committee  will  do  in  this  matter. 

Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  both  very  much. 

We  will  next  hear  from  Dr.  Albin  O.  Kuhn,  executive  vice  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  University  of  Maryland. 

STATEMENT  OF  DR.  ALBIN  0.  KUHN,  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT, 
UNIVERSITY  OF  MARYLAND 

Dr.  Kuhn.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  it  is  a 
|  pleasure  to  be  here.  Our  president  would  be  here  except  that  he  is 
attending  one  of  our  graduation  ceremonies  and  could  not  be  here 
within  the  limits  of  time  available. 

I  would  like  to  illustrate  rather  briefly  the  effect  of  the  growth  at 
the  University  of  Maryland,  not  because  of  the  importance  of  the 
situation  in  Maryland,  but  rather  as  an  illustration  of  the  total  situ¬ 
ation. 

In  1935,  the  university  received  $70,000  in  Federal  funds  as  the  land- 
grant  institution.  The  University  of  Maryland  is  both  the  land-grant 
college  and  the  State  university  for  Maryland.  That  represented  17 
percent  of  our  total  instructional  budget  on  College  Park  and  Princess 
Anne  campuses. 

Our  total  budget  at  that  time  was  about  $500,000.  This  does  not 
include  any  costs  that  are  involved  in  support  of  the  buildings,  the 
construction  of  the  buildings,  the  administration,  but  purely  and 
simply  derals  with  the  cost,  primarily,  of  keeping  the  professional 
faculty  members  in  the  classrooms. 
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By  the  year  1960  the  budget  for  teaching  purposes,  specifically  at 
the  university,  had  increased  to,  approximately,  $7  million,  and  as 
to  the  percentage  of  Federal  funds  under  the  Land-Grant  Act,  it  rep¬ 
resented  a  decrease  from  17  to  1.4  percent. 

I  think  the  one  important  thing  that  might  be  emphasized  at  this 
time  is  that  every  one  of  our  institutions  is  facing  a  very  large  increase 
in  enrollment. 

During  the  period  1935  to  1960,  in  Maryland,  the  enrollment  in 
undergraduate  and  graduate  courses  increased  from  about  2,000  stu¬ 
dents  to  10,000  students. 

We  had  the  opportunity  to  make  a  very  careful  study  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  that  lay  ahead  during  the  next  10  years  and  the  next  15  years  in 
Maryland.  And  if  this  land-grant  institution  and  State  university 
does  j  list  one  thing,  that  is,  to  meet  the  increasing  percentage  or  num¬ 
ber  of  students  that  come  out  of  our  high  schools  in  the  State  it  will  in 
a  10-year  period  double  the  enrollment  and  it  will  in  a  15-year  period 
triple  the  present  enrollment.  There  is  a  tremendous  iob  for  all  of  us 
to  do. 

We  believe  that  these  identical  proposals  would  be  of  very  material 
aid  in  helping  to  meet  this  need. 

I  will  try  to  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

The  Chairman.  We  thank  you  very  much,  and  your  entire  state¬ 
ment  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  statement  of  Dr.  Albin  O.  Kuhn,  of  the  University  of  Mary¬ 
land,  follows :) 

Testimony  by  Dr.  Axbin  O.  Ivuhn,  Executive  Vice  President,  University  of 

Maryland 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the  University  of  Maryland  is 
the  land-grant  college  and  the  State  university  for  Maryland.  I  appear  before 
you  to  discuss  briefly  the  growth  that  has  taken  place  in  the  teaching  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  the  university  in  the  period  1935  through  1960. 

In  1935  the  university  received  $70,000  in  Federal  funds  as  the  land-grant 
institution  and  at  that  time  the  total  budget  of  the  university  for  teaching 
responsibilities  in  agriculture,  the  mechanic  arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto 
was  $415,803 ;  thus  the  Federal  appropriation  was  approximately  17  percent  of 
the  total  teaching  budget  for  this  instruction. 

In  1960  the  university  received  Federal  funds  in  the  amount  of  $93,372  and 
the  total  budget  for  instruction  in  the  similar  courses  was  $6,825,315.  Thus  the 
portion  of  the  instructional  costs  borne  through  Federal  funds  had  reduced 
to  approximately  1.4  percent  of  the  total. 

In  tLe  period  1935  through  1960  the  enrollment  at  the  university  increased 
as  follows: 


Year 

Full-time 

under¬ 

graduate 

enrollment 

Frll-time 

graduate 

enrollment 

Total 

m* . 

1.SR8 
9,  276 

19R 

802 

2. 066 
10,078 

I960 . 

A  careful  study  of  the  increase  in  high  school  graduates  in  Maryland  has  led 
to  what  is  believed  to  be  a  very  conservative  prediction  that  the  enrollment  at 
the  University  of  Maryland  will  double  by  1970  and  triple  by  1975.  This  projec¬ 
tion  ignores  the  increasing  tendency  for  high  school  graduates  to  attend  college 
and  deals  simply  with  the  increasing  numbers  of  students  who  will  be  graduated 
from  high  school. 
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The  enrollment  increases  of  recent  years  have  been  heavily  in  the  areas  of 
engineering,  physics,  chemistry,  mathematics,  and  education.  The  university 
serves  all  segments  of  the  population  in  Maryland  and  is  facing  a  very  dif¬ 
ficult  period  of  expansion  in  serving  the  needs  of  the  State.  The  proposed  ad¬ 
justment  of  Federal  funds  to  account  for  the  increase  in  general  population 
and  the  effects  of  inflation  can  be  of  tremendous  aid  in  meeting  this  important 
challenge. 

These  data  with  respect  to  the  University  of  Maryland  are  given  simply  to  illus¬ 
trate  a  problem  that  is  national  in  scope. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  want  to  ask  Dr.  Kuhn  about  the  basis  for  Federal  sup¬ 
port.  If  I  understand  correctly,  the  original  Land-Grant,  College  Act 
contemplated  that  these  institutions  would  be  training  grounds  for 
our  military  forces  ? 

Dr.  Kuhn.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  it  was  on  that  basis  that  we  started,  on  that  basis 
the  Federal  Government  had  an  interest  in  maintaining  these  colleges, 
as  distinguished  from  the  colleges  directed  toward  fine  arts  or  drama 
or  something  of  that  sort — that  was  the  basis  on  which  we  selected 
these  particular  institutions  ? 

Dr.  Kuiin.  It  is  my  understanding  that  was  one  of  the  bases. 

In  addition,  it  was  instruction  in  agriculture,  mechanic  arts,  and 
those  associated  subjects. 

Mi-.  Poage.  Did  we  not  at  that  time  assume  that  the  students  would 
take  mechanic  arts  and  agriculture,  and  we  would  like  to  see  them  do  so, 
we  wanted  to  encourage  that,  but  at  the  same  time  that  they  would  be 
providing  soldier  material  ? 

Dr.  Kuhn.  That  has  been  a  continuing  objective  of  land-grant 
colleges. 

Mr.  Poage.  What  is  the  present  law  in  regard  to  that — do  all  land- 
grant  colleges  at  the  present  time  maintain  a  military  establishment  ? 

Dr.  Kuhn.  I  would  like  to  speak  for  Maryland.  And  I  would  like 
to  defer  to  Mr.  Thackrey  for  the  broad  picture  over  the  country. 

We  not  only  maintain  a  military  establishment — in  our  case  it  is 
an  Air  Force  unit — but  all  of  the  freshmen  and  sophomores,  the  first 
2  years  of  work,  every  male  student  who  is  physically  fit  is  required  to 
enter  into  that  instruction. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  know  that  you  do  maintain  military  training  at  Mary¬ 
land.  My  question  is,  Do  we  now  require  that  of  all  land-grant 
colleges  ? 

Mr.  Thackrey.  May  I  answer  that  ? 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Mr.  Thackrey.  All  land-grant  institutions  must  offer  military  in¬ 
struction.  They  do  not  have  to  require  it.  Most  of  them  do  require  it. 

Mr.  Poage.  In  other  words,  the  students  at  a  land-grant  college  are 
not  necessarily  required  to  take  military  instruction — but  the  institu¬ 
tion  must  provide  the  instruction  for  those  who  do  want  it? 

Mr.  Thackrey.  Yes,  sir.  And  most  of  them  still  require  it.  It  is 
emphasized  in  the  first  2  years.  A  few  do  not. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  I  have  been  listening  to  the  questions 
from  the  different  members  of  the  committee  as  they  have  been  pre¬ 
sented.  And  you  have  given  figures  for  the  period  from  1935  to 
1960.  I  wonder  if  it  would  be  possible  to  put  a  chart  into  the  record 
showing  the  enrollment  in  1935  and  the  enrollment  now,  the  appro- 
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priation  in  1935  and  the  appropriation  now.  It  seems  to  me  that  it 
would  be  very  illuminative  and  would  give  the  members  some  some 
very  valuable  information,  and  the  members  would  be  able  to  see 
what  their  States  are  getting  now  and  what  they  were  getting  then 
in  percentage,  that  is,  of  the  appropriation  now  and  what  is  was  then. 

Dr.  Kuhn.  I  am  sure  that  could  be  furnished. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  Is  there  any  objection  to  that?  I 
would  like  to  have  a  chart  included  as  to  what  they  received  in  1935 
and  what  they  get  now. 

The  Chairman.  Can  you  furnish  that  ? 

Mr.  Thackrey.  I  have  with  me  a  chart  showing  the  amount  received 
in  1935  and  the  amounts  proposed  under  this  bill.  I  do  not  have  with 
me  information  as  to  the  amounts,  but  I  can  get  that. 

Mr.  Johnson  of  Wisconsin.  And  would  you  show  the  schools  and 
States  that  qualify  ? 

The  Chairman.  In  other  words,  a  list  of  the  land-grant  colleges? 

Mr.  Thackrey.  Yes,  sir. 

(The  information  is  as  follows :) 

American  Association  of 
Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State  Universities, 

Office  of  the  Executive  Secretary, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  25, 1960. 

Representative  H.  A.  Dixon, 

Member  of  Congress  from  Utah, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Dr.  Dixon  :  In  answer  to  your  request  for  further  clarification  of  the 
purposes  for  which  Federal  funds  for  instruction  or  materials  for  instruction  in 
the  land-grant  institutions  may  be  used,  the  following  is  submitted : 

The  Second  Morrill  Act  of  1890  provided  that  funds  available  under  it  can  be 
used  only  for  instruction  “in  agriculture,  the  mechanic  arts,  the  English  lan¬ 
guage,  and  the  various  branches  of  mathematical,  physical,  natural,  and  economic 
sciences,  with  special  reference  to  their  applications  in  the  industries  of  life, 
and  to  the  facilities  for  such  instruction.” 

The  Nelson  amendment  of  1907  increased  the  funds  available  under  this  act 
and  specified  that,  in  addition  to  the  purposes  named  above,  a  portion  of  the 
money  might  be  used  “for  providing  courses  for  the  special  preparation  of 
instructors  for  teaching  the  elements  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts.” 

Section  22  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  of  1935  provides  that  the  funds  author¬ 
ized  under  it  must  be  used  for  the  same  purposes  as  specified  in  the  Second 
Morrill  Act  of  1890,  as  amended  by  the  Nelson  amendment  of  1907.  The  legisla¬ 
tion  proposed  by  Mr.  Cooley  and  yourself  would  continue  this  requirement. 
None  of  the  funds  may  be  used  for  buildings,  sites  for  buildings,  or  for  land ; 
nor  may  they  be  used  for  salaries  of  purely  administrative,  clerical,  and  other 
nonteaching  staff.  They  may  not  be  used  for  salaries  of  instructors  in  philoso¬ 
phy,  psychology,  ethics,  logic,  history,  civil  government,  military  science  and 
tactics,  and  in  ancient  and  modern  languages  (except  English). 

In  order  that  greater  uniformity  might  be  secured  in  the  use  of  the  funds,  the 
U.S.  Office  of  Education  some  years  ago  prepared  a  classification  of  subjects 
that  may  be  included  under  the  several  subject  areas  designated  by  the  Congress 
in  the  basic  legislation. 

I  will  not  burden  you  with  the  complete  list  of  subjects,  which  may  be  found 
in  Bulletin  1952,  No.  21,  U.S.  Office  of  Education,  pages  16-17,  but  the  major 
headings  are  as  follows : 

1.  Instruction  in  agriculture  (various  headings  are  listed). 

2.  Instruction  in  mechanic  arts  (various  fields  and  subjects  are  listed,  includ¬ 
ing  the  major  branches  of  engineering). 

3.  Instruction  in  English  language. 

4.  Instruction  in  natural  and  physical  sciences. 

5.  Instruction  in  economic  sciences  (including  political  economy  and  home 
economics). 
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6.  Special  preparation  of  teachers  (specific  vocational  courses  are  listed,  but 
general  courses  are  excluded). 

From  the  U.S.  Office  of  Education  I  have  obtained  the  following  summary  of 
reports  from  the  land-grant  institutions  for  the  year  ended  June  30,  1959  (the 
latest  available  year),  showing  the  actual  purposes  for  which  the  funds  were 
expended  in  that  year. 

Sincerely, 


Russell  I.  Thackrey, 

Executive  Secretary. 


Expenditures  of  Morrill-N elson  and  Bankhead-J ones  funds,  by  field,  year  ended  June  SO,  1959  ( from  Federal  funds  appropriated  for  instruction 

at  land-grant  colleges  and  universities ) 
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The  Chairman.  We  will  next  call  Mr.  James  Corley,  vice  president, 
the  University  of  California,  Berkeley,  Calif. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  been  acquainted 
with  Mr.  Corley’s  management  for  a  good  many  years.  He  has  many, 
many,  thousands  of  students  under  his  wing.  He  has  done  a  splendid 
job  and  is  continuing  to  do  a  splendid  job  in  the  University  of  Cali¬ 
fornia. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  very  glad  to  have  you  here. 

STATEMENT  0 E  JAMES  CORLEY,  VICE  PRESIDENT,  UNIVERSITY  OF 
CALIFORNIA,  BERKELEY,  CALIF. 

Mr.  Corley.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  might 
say  that  this  is  my  maiden  voyage  before  a  congressional  committee, 
although  I  have  appeared  before  the  State  legislature. 

The  Chairman.  We  are  very  glad  to  have  you  here. 

Mr.  Corley.  Briefly,  I  will  not  repeat  what  has  been  said  by  the 
previous  speakers,  but  we  endorse  the  legislation  that  is  before  you. 

The  University  of  California,  in  an  effort  to  bring  the  cost  factors 
of  1935  up  to  1960,  has  gone  into  that  subject.  As  you  know,  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  an  agricultural  State.  We  have  courses  in  agriculture  given 
at  four  of  your  institutions  in  California.  The  principles  of  the  Mor¬ 
rill  Act,  and  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act,  have  been  established  years  ago. 
And  the  University  of  California  being  the  land-grant  institution  in 
California  has  been  devoting  its  attention  to  agriculture  as  one  of  its 
main  subjects  for  all  of  its  existence. 

With  the  growth  in  California  we  believe  that  the  support  for  addi¬ 
tional  funds  for  education  in  agriculture,  both  at  the  undergraduate 
and  graduate  level  is  essential.  We  are  experiencing  growth  in  our 
agricultural  enrollment  and  we  feel  that  additional  funds  will  be  most 
helpful  in  our  future  program  of  development  of  the  University  in  the 
State. 

We  believe,  and  I  recommend  to  you  approval  of  the  legislation,  in 
bringing  the  cost  factors  up  to  the  population  growth  and  the  cost-of- 
living  growth. 

That  is  all  I  have  to  say  to  you,  and  I  thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  Which  are  the  four  institutions  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  ? 

Mr.  Corley.  Berkeley,  Los  Angeles,  Davis  and  Riverside. 

Davis  is  primarily  the  agricultural  school  at  the  moment,  although 
Riverside  is  an  experiment  station  in  agriculture.  The  largest  num¬ 
ber  of  agricultural  students  are  at  Davis. 

Mr.  Teague  of  California.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much  again. 

Mr.  Corley.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  We  will  next  hear  from  President  William  E.  Mor¬ 
gan,  of  Colorado  State  University.  We  are  happy  to  have  you  here. 

STATEMENT  OF  WILLIAM  E.  MORGAN,  PRESIDENT,  COLORADO 

STATE  UNIVERSITY 

Mr.  Morgan.  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members  of  the  committee,  ours 
is  the  land-grant  institution  in  the  State  of  Colorado. 
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My  name  is  William  E.  Morgan.  I  am  president  of  Colorado  State 
University,  which  is  the  land-grant  institution  in  that  State.  I  too 
wish  to  thank  you  and  your  committee  for  permitting  me  to  appear 
in  support  of  H.R.  10876  and  H.K. 10974,  which  would  amend  section 
22  of  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  of  1985  by  bringing  the  allocation  of 
land-grant  teaching  funds  from  Federal  sources  up  to  the  equivalent 
of  effectiveness  achieved  in  the  year  1935,  the  date  when  the  Congress 
last  acted  on  this  matter. 

Testimony  previously  given  by  my  colleagues  from  other  States 
has  dealt  with  the  basic  reasons  for  urging  your  favorable  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  proposal.  Beyond  indicating  my  agreement  with  the  line 
of  reasoning  followed  in  that  testimony,  I  shall  not  reiterate  the  argu¬ 
ment  already  covered.  Instead,  I  should  like  to  emphasize  one  feature 
of  these  land-grant  institutions  that  is  especially  pertinent  to  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  Federal  assistance  in  financing  the  operation  of  the  land-grant 
|  system. 

This  distinctive  feature  is  the  extent  to  which  these  institutions 
fulfill  national  and  regional  educational  needs,  as  contrasted  with  the 
.State  and  local  character  of  their  management,  their  financing,  and 
their  operations. 

These  are  State  institutions,  and  virtually  all  of  their  support  comes 
from  State  sources.  It  is  understandable  that  a  State  wishes  to  afford 
all  its  young  people  the  opportunity  for  choice  of  collegiate  level 
training  embracing  all  specialized  fields.  If,  however,  a  State  is 
-obliged  to  become  self-sufficient  in  the  full  spectrum  of  advanced 
training,  it  could  do  so  only  at  prohibitive  cost  even  for  the  richer 
and  more  heavily  populated  States.  But  it  is  not  so  much  the  in¬ 
dividual  State  that  would  suffer  from  such  a  high-cost  educational 
operation  as  would  the  Nation  in  its  loss  of  manpower  potential  when 
some  of  its  young  people  lack  the  opportunity  to  pursue  training  in 
an  uncommon  field. 

Between  them,  these  land-grant  institutions  have  developed  high 
-quality  programs  in  a  wide  variety  of  fields ;  but  at  any  one  institution 
the  areas  of  intensive  specialization  have  been  limited  by  local  condi- 
tions,  including  restricted  capabilities  of  finance  and  personnel.  By 
|P  this  process  the  land-grant  system  has  been  made  strong,  but  only  at 
the  expense  of  a  certain  degree  of  academic  isolation  for  the  individ¬ 
ual  States.  This  calls  to  the  maximum  possible  extent  for  unhampered 
movement  of  people  across  State  boundaries.  Federal  financial  as¬ 
sistance  has  been  available  since  1890  to  smooth  out  the  interstate 
financial  difficulties  that  are  inherent  in  such  a  complex  pattern  of 
supply  and  demand  for  educational  requirements. 

The  institution  I  represent  may  be  cited  as  an  example  of  this  prop¬ 
osition.  We  enroll  6,000  students.  On  our  campus  is  located  one  of 
the  three  colleges  of  veterinary  medicine  found  in  the  11  Western 
States,  one  of  the  three  colleges  of  forestry,  one  of  two  training  pro¬ 
grams  in  occupational  therapy,  and  the  only  comprehensive  graduate 
program  in  fluid  mechanics.  Of  the  6,000  students,  2 1  percent  come 
from  out  of  the  State.  All  but  one  of  the  States  are  represented  in 
the  student  body,  as  are  22  foreign  countries. 

These  out-of-State  students  pay  an  extra  tuition,  but.  the  amount 
of  such  tuition  falls  far  short  of  the  cost  of  instruction. 

Mr.  Poage.  How  much  is  it  ? 

Mr.  Morgan.  The  tuition  fee  is  $510,  paid  by  out-of-State  students. 
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Mr.  Poage.  How  about  those  within  the  State  ? 

Mr.  Morgan.  The  in-State  is  $210. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Your  cost  per  student  is  much  more  than  $500  ? 

Mr.  Morgan.  Yes,  sir.  And  I  get  to  that  in  a  moment. 

More  specifically,  in  the  school  year  just  ending,  out-of-State 
tuition  paid  by  a  student  on  our  campus  covered  only  57  percent  of 
the  average  cost  of  his  instruction,  not  counting  capital  facility 
charges.  If  this  analysis  were  applied  to  the  graduate  level  where 
out-of-State  enrollments  are  unusually  heavy  and  where  student  costs 
invariably  are  the  highest  on  the  campus,  the  margin  of  difference 
would,  of  course,  be  greater  still. 

I  realize  that  we  are  dealing  with  a  philosophical  subject  here, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

The  difference  between  cost  to  the  student  and  cost  to  the  institu¬ 
tion  represents,  in  a  sense,  the  price  paid  by  the  institution  for  pro¬ 
moting  free  trade  in  ideas  between  the  States  and  for  encouraging  \ 
high  mobility  among  people  engaged  in  the  creative  activity  of  in¬ 
struction  and  research. 

This  is  commonsense  application  to  education  of  a  principle  so 
fundamental  to  the  development  of  national  strength  that  it  is 
threaded  throughout  the  text  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  The  principle  finds  expression  in  the  constitutional  provi¬ 
sions  under  which  Congress  itself  regulates  commerce  between  the 
States,  under  which  the  States  are  restrained  from  erecting  barriers 
to  trade  or  from  entering  into  compacts  with  each  other  without  the 
consent  of  Congress,  and  under  which  the  citizens  of  each  State  are 
entitled  to  the  privilege  and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the  several 
States. 

Thus,  the  request  before  you  is  a  request  for  partial  support  of 
this  self-evident  contribution  to  national  strength  made  by  these  land- 
grant  institutions  as  they  fulfill  the  role  of  regional  training  institu¬ 
tions  without  regard  to  State  boundaries. 

Thank  you,  sir,  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  are  glad  to  have  your 
statement. 

Mr.  Short.  Did  I  understand  you  to  say  that  the  college  is  the  land-  1 
grant  institution  ? 

Mr.  Corley.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Short.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  very  much  appreciated  your  line  of  reasoning  which 
shows  quite  definitely  the  difference  in  aid  in  this  situation  and  gen¬ 
eral  Federal  aid  for  the  States. 

You  have  mentioned  quite  well  that  these  land-grant  institutions 
are  regional,  and  that  some  of  the  States  are  sacrificing  unduly  for 
the  regional  benefit  and  for  the  national  benefit,  when  they  cannot 
afford  it. 

Could  you  give  us  an  idea  of  what  percent  of  your  budget  was  con¬ 
tributed  by  the  Federal  contribution  in  1935  and  what  the  percentage 
is  today  ? 

Mr.  Corley.  The  percentage  borne  by  the  Federal  funds  under  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Act,  or,  rather,  under  the  Morrill  Act  of  1890,  before 
the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  funds  became  available  in  1935,  was  about 
6  percent. 


INCREASED  FUNDS  FOR  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 


75 


This  past  year  our  resident  instruction  operating  budget  at  our  in¬ 
stitution  was  about  $4,200,000.  The  Federal  funds  available  under 
this  legislation  were  $83,000.  The  figure  would  be,  approximately, 
2  percent. 

Mr.  Dixon.  I  was  anxious  to  get  the  figures  as  to  what  these  stu¬ 
dents  do  contribute.  I  know  that  you  have  the  only  veterinarian 
school  in  the  intermountain  territory.  You  also  mentioned  forestry. 
And  you  have  a  water  resource  labor atory,  do  you  not? 

Mr.  Corley.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Which  serves  the  whole  West.  What  other  depart¬ 
ments,  like  those  expensive  departments,  benefit  the  entire  region  ? 

Mr.  Corley.  Our  out-of-State  regional  enrollment  tends  to  be  con¬ 
centrated  in  the  colleges  of  veterinary  medicine,  the  college  of  forestry, 
the  college  of  agriculture.  It  is  lower  in  the  college  of  home  eco¬ 
nomics.  .  .  . 

Most  of  the  students  there  come  from  within  the  State.  And  it  is 
lower  in  the  college  of  science  and  arts.  But  with  the  development 
of  technology,  Mr.  Dixon — I  want  to  call  you  President  Dixon  a 
former  colleague  in  this  region — the  colleges  of  science  and  or  arts 
have  tended  to  supply  much  of  the  technical  training  that  just  a 
generation  ago  was  found,  say,  in  the  college  of  agriculture. 

Let  me  illustrate  it  with  one  example.  In  the  last  25  years  a  great 
deal  that  we  did  not  know  before  has  been  found  out  about  the  basic 
explanation  of  nutrition,  animal  nutrition  and  plant  nutrition,  too. 

The  people  who  have  done  much  of  this  work  have  been  biochemists. 
It  is  not  unusual  now  to  find  members  of  animal  husbandry  depart¬ 
ments  on  these  land-grant  institutions  whose  training  was  not  in  ani¬ 
mal  husbandry,  but  whose  training  came  out  of  biochemistry.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  on  our  own  campus  the  head  of  our  department  of 
animal  husbandry  is  a  biochemist.  He  is  an  expert  in  animal  nutri¬ 
tion. 

It  is  the  technological  development  in  these  sciences  that  has  handed 
to  obliterate  these  departmental  lines  that  formerly  were  so  clearly 
drawn  to  differentiate  a  college  of  agriculture  from  a  college  of  en¬ 
gineering,  let  us  say.  Now  we  find  that  the  university  is  not,  as  I  guess 
it  is,  as  has  been  demonstrated  in  the  research  laboratories,  that  de¬ 
partmental  lines  mean  much  less  than  they  did  even  when  you  were 
at  Utah  State,  Dr.  Dixon.  This  rapid  development  has  been  in  the 
last  decade  which  has  tended  to  accelerate  this  development. 

Mr.  Dixon.  That  is  why  it  would  be  difficult,  I  guess,  to  go  on  the 
basis  of  full  time  students — you  could  not  segregate  the.  students  in 
the  mechanical  arts  and  agriculture  from  the  students  in  the  other 

courses.  _ 

Mr.  Corley.  The  distinction  as  to  the  major  courses  of  studies  that 
the  students  are  taking  become  less  pertinent.  F or  example,  graduates 
from  our  department  of  physics,  mechanical  engineering,  chemistry 
and  mathematics,  just  to  pick  out  four,  find  their  life’s  work  in  the 
field  of  agriculture  and  supporting  industry  and  research  that  con¬ 
tributes  to  the  economic  development  that  just  a  generation  ago  we 
described  as  agriculture.  But  now  it  is  all  mixed  up.  It  is  together. 

Mr.  Dixon.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  the  West,  certainly  owes  a 
great  debt  of  gratitude  to  Colorado  State  University. 

Mr.  Corley.  Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Dixon.  For  the  pioneering  work  it  has  done  for  the  economy  of 
the  Nation.  And  I  want  to  thank  you,  President  Morgan. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  that  I  understand  what  you  are  saying  about 
the  breakdown  of  the  sharp  lines  which  formerly  held.  I  think  I 
understand  that. 

You  explained  that  very  well.  And  any  money  that  comes  in  by  way 
of  this  legislation  is  going  to  actually  be  used  pretty  generally  and  is 
going  to  have  the  effect  of  subsidizing  students  who  graduate  in 
Shakespeare  as  well  as  those  who  graduate  in  animal  husbandry. 

Mr.  Corley.  To  a  limited  extent,  yes,  sir,  but  it  does  go  to  the 
institution  that  the  State  has  designated  as  the  land-grant  institution. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  give  degrees  in  history  and  in  English  and  in  social 
sciences — you  give  degrees  on  practically  everything  at  the  University 
of  California. 

Mr.  Corley.  There  are  some  fields  where  we  do  not,  but  in  many 
areas  yes,  sir,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  this  money  would  not  simply  be  used  for  agricul¬ 
ture  and  engineering,  would  it? 

Mr.  Corley.  The  language  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  of  1935  is 
the  guideline  on  this,  sir.  And  this  is  a  quotation  from  the  act  of  1890, 
the  original  act,  and  it  says : 

That  the  appropriation  is  to  be  applied  only  to  instruction  in  agriculture,  the 
mechanic  arts,  the  English  language,  and  the  various  branches  of  mathematical, 
physical,  natural  and  economic  science  with  special  reference  to  their  application 
in  the  industries  and  to  the  facilities  for  such  construction. 

Mr.  Poage.  You  mentioned  history — what  does  history  mean  to  you 
in  this  context? 

Mr.  Corley.  What  this  means  to  me  is  that  these  institutions, 
created  under  the  act  of  1862  were  for  primarily  a  vocational  objective. 
They  were  to  train  people  to  make  a  living,  but  at  the  same  time  they 
were  suppose  to  be  educated.  That  clearly  is  in  the  basic  legislation 
signed  by  Mr.  Lincoln  in  1862. 

I  think  Will  Rogers  expressed  it  in  one  short  sentence  better  than 
I  can  with  a  whole  page  of  words  when  he  said  that : 

“Education  is  a  fine  thing  and  every  college  graduate  ought  to  have 
one.” 

The  student  who  graduates  in  agriculture  and  whose  surroundings 
are  so  limited  that  he  cannot  brush  up  against  English  literature  or 
even  Shakespeare  and  use  it  and  philosophy  and  economics  and  soci¬ 
ology,  he  may  not  be  as  well  educated  as  he  might  have  been  had  those 
courses  been  available  to  him.  This  is  not  to  say  that  the  major  sec¬ 
tors  of  instruction  in  these  technical  areas  are  watered  down  by  feed¬ 
ing  in  and  diverting  these  students’  attention  in  the  areas  that  are  not 
closely  associated  with  his  technical  field,  but  every  college  faculty  that 
I  know  of  strives  to  find  room  in  the  curriculum  for  the  technical 
courses  that  march  of  science  requires  them  to  have,  and  yet  they 
want  to  save  some  space  for  some  of  the  liberal  education. 

That  is  the  language,  by  the  way,  of  the  original  land  grant  act. 

So,  really,  this  black  and  white  distinction  that  we  need  to  make  for 
some  purposes  in  describing  colleges  of  agriculture  as  contrasted  with 
another  type  of  college — these  black  and  white  distinctions  melt  into 
grays  in  between. 
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The  important  thing  is  to  develop  on  a  campus  an  institution  that 
shall  provide  in  great  depth  the  type  of  training  and  these  technical 
fields  require  that  are  prescribed  in  this  basic  legislation  and  at  the 
same  time  offer  the  environment  of  these  other  courses. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  do  not  find  any  fault  with  that  type  of  education  at 
all.  Unfortunately,  I  never  attended  a  land  grant  college.  I  think 
I  understand  the  importance  of  liberal  arts,  but  from  the  standpoint 
of  maintaining  this  type  of  Federal  aid  we  will  have  to  confine  it, 
or  rather  restrict  it,  or  we  will  have  to  accept  the  philosophy  of  the 
Federal  Government  taking  over  our  educational  institutions. 

Mr.  Corley.  Mr.  Poage,  I  would  say  that  this  legislation,  the  basic 
structure  of  it  is  already  defined  in  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  and  in 
the  earlier  act,  and  limits  the  support  to  particular  institutions. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  we  do  it  on  the  theory  that  these  particular  insti¬ 
tutions  are  contributing  in  some  particular  way  to  the  United  States 
of  America’s  posterity  and  well-being  as  distinguished  from  the  State 
of  Colorado  and  the  State  of  Texas. 

Mr.  Corley.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  And  even  in  1862,  I  think  it  was  pretty  well  evident 
that  the  sponsors  of  this  legislation  recognized  that  they  could  not 
get  enough  support  to  pass  it  unless  they  moved  it  out  under  the  cover 
of  the  flag  and  the  uniform.  And  that  is  what  they  did. 

I  am  not  criticizing  that.  I  think  that  it  was  a  good  thing.  But 
they  put  the  uniform  on  the  boy  they  were  going  to  subsidize. 

Mr.  Corley.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Poage.  They,  probably  did  it,  just  exactly  like  we  do  when  we 
pass  legislation  today,  because  they  had  to  do  it  to  pass  it.  They  knew 
that  they  could  not  pass  a  bill  to  simply  subsidize  all  college  education. 
Is  that  not  the  reason  that  they  did  it  ? 

Mr.  Corley.  I  have  read  the  history  of  this  legislation,  Mr.  Poage, 
only  recently.  And  this  is  the  story  that  I  get.  This  philosophy  of 
support  of  an  educational  institution,  none  of  which  existed  back  there 
in  the  early  19th  century,  that  would  afford  the  opportunity  for  a 
higher  education  to  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  people  who  gen¬ 
erally  had  no  such  opportunity. 

This  philosophy  found  expression  in  legislation  that  passed  the 
Congress  in  1858  and  was  vetoed  by  President  Buchanan  in  a  very 
sharply  worded  veto.  It  was  passed  again  in  1862.  I  really  think 
that  the  military  feature  incorporated  in  it  was  truly  secondary. 

Mr.  Poage.  I  think  it  is  secondary,  too.  I  think  it  was  put  in  there 
in  order  to  pass  it.  I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  they  could  not  pass  it 
without  it. 

Mr.  Corley.  Was  it  in  the  1858  act  ? 

Mr.  Thackrey.  No. 

Mr.  Poage.  It  was  vetoed,  though,  was  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Corley.  Not  on  the  basis  of  the  military  feature.  The  pattern, 
the  time  of  the  day,  in  which  this  act  was  passed,  in  1862  were  that 
the  Civil  War  was  underway.  Here  was  a  proposal  to  set  aside  30,000 
acres  out  of  the  public  domain  for  each  Member  of  the  Congress  for 
each  of  these  States,  if  they  would  establish  a  college  and  use  this  land 
as  part  of  their  permanent  endowment.  That  was  the  philosophy  of 
the  thing,  let  us  take  this  western  public  domain  and  endow  it  to  the 
creation  of  colleges  of  a  particular  kind. 
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All  of  the  States,  by  the  way,  except  Texas,  which  retained  its  own 
lands,  obtained  Federal  lands  out  of  the  public  domain  for  this  pur¬ 
pose.  I  mean  no  censure  of  Texas.  It  is  my  native  State.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  I  graduated  from  Texas  A.  &  M.  at  the  same  time  that  you 
were  at  the  University  of  Texas.  So  I  feel  very  strongly  the  Texas 
history  in  connection  with  this. 

All  of  the  rest  of  the  States,  however,  obtained  their  land  under  this 
grant  of  30,000  acres  for  each  Member  of  Congress  and  then  they 
were  permitted  to  sell  the  land,  as  most  of  the  States  back  East  did, 
because  they  had  no  opportunity  to  manage  it,  or  if  they  were  West¬ 
ern  States,  as  we  were,  they  sold  part  of  the  land  and  kept  part  of 
the  land. 

In  the  case  of  Colorado  90,000  acres  in  the  public  domain  were 
originally  granted  to  the  State,  and  some  60,000  acres  were  sold  and 
30,000  acres  still  remain  in  our  land  grant  as  land  in  our  State. 

So  our  income  out  of  the  original  endowment  in  our  State  comes  in 
part  from  bonds  bought  with  the  investment  from  the  funds  realized 
when  the  land  was  sold,  and  part  comes  from  grazing  rentals  and  an 
occasional  mineral  lease. 

The  total  income  from  that  original  allotment  in  our  State  is  about 
$22,000  a  year. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  am  a  bit  puzzled  as  to  the  trend  toward  changing 
the  names  of  agricultural  colleges.  Most  of  them,  I  think,  started 
out  as  agricultural  colleges  to  teach  agriculture  and  mechanical  arts. 
Now  they  all  want  to  become  universities. 

Mr.  Corley.  I  should,  certainly,  respond  to  that  in  terms  of  our  own 
situation,  because  this  is  one  I  know.  And  since  we  are  a  State  that 
Went  through  this  exercise,  I  should  like  to  respond  to  the  statement. 

In  our  institution  about  18  percent  of  its  graduates  came  from 
the  College  of  Agriculture.  This  was  true  even  during  the  time  of 
World  War  I. 

As  we  have  moved  into  the  1960’s,  the  proportion  of  our  graduates 
now  coming  out  of  the  College  of  Agriculture  is  about  14  or  15  percent, 
that  is  to  say,  many  of  our  graduates  who  20  years  ago  would  have 
graduated  with  a  degree  in  agriculture,  now  are  going  into  the  same 
vocation  that  they  would  have  gone  into  20  years  ago,  but  they  are 
majoring  in  chemistry,  to  use  the  example  that  I  made  a  moment  ago — 
they  intend  to  go  into  the  livestock  feed  supply  business.  Their  degree 
could  just  as  well  have  been  labeled  “animal  husbandry,”  but  their 
major  emphasis  was  in  nutrition,  so  that  they  took  their  degree  in  bio¬ 
chemistry,  let  us  say. 

There  lias  been  this  widespread  change  in  the  technology  of  agricul¬ 
ture  and  of  engineering  and  of  the  other  sciences  that  has  been  ac- 
celerated  very  rapidly  in  the  last  20  years.  And  thus  our  graduates 
who  in  the  modern  scene  leave  the  campus  and  travel  all  over  the 
world,  that  is,  today,  just  a  generation  ago,  most  of  them  left  the 
campus  and  settled  down  within  a  fewT  hundred  miles  of  the  campus 
in  the  State  or  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  where  the  name  of  our  insti¬ 
tution  was  well  known.  But  when  you  come  back  East  or  go  overseas 
the  name  of  our  institution  which  was  the  College  of  Agriculture  and 
Mechanical  Arts,  was  a  misnomer  for  some  80  percent  of  the  graduates. 

This  change  was  made  to  reflect  the  true  nature  of  the  institution. 
Its  basic  purpose  has  not  changed  through  the  years  at  all. 
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Whether  this  is  the  experience  in  other  States,  I  do  not  know,  sir. 
Mr.  Hoeven.  And  by  the  same  token,  when  you  have  more  than  one 
State  institution  you  have  quite  a  different  situation. 

Mr.  Corlet.  There  has  been  no  invasion  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  Hoeven.  I  object  to  one  institution  infringing  on  the  rights  and 
prerogatives  of  another  institution. 

Mr.  Corley.  This  has  not  been  the  case  at  our  State  university,  sir. 
The  Chairman.  If  there  are  no  further  questions,  we  thank  you. 
Mr.  Pirnie.  I  have  just  one  question.  I  want  to  make  the  ob¬ 
servation  that  there  was  one  feature  in  which  the  original  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  land-grant  college  has  been  very  effectively  discharged, 
and  that  was  to  conduct  military  training,  and  is  it  not  a  fact  that 
through  that  system  the  Armed  Forces  received  a  major  officer  supply, 
so  that  you  have  had  the  responsibility  in  the  leadership  of  educating 
them  ? 

Mr.  Corley.  Yes,  sir.  The  Department  of  Defense  figures,  which 
I  cannot  quote  from  memory  show  that  in  the  officer  corps  of  World 
War  II  very  large  numbers  came  from  these  institutions. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  And  you  are  continuously  feeding  into  the  Reserves, 
are  you  not,  a  substantial  number  of  Reserve  officers? 

Mr.  Corley.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  That  is,  from  your  institution  and  from  the  land-grant 
colleges  as  a  whole  ? 

Mr.  Corley.  That  is  correct,  sir. 

Mr.  Pirnie.  Thank  you. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  again. 

We  will  now  hear  from  Dr.  Louis  A.  Pardue,  vice  president  and 
dean  of  the  Graduate  School,  Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute,  Blacks¬ 
burg,  Va. 

Mr.  McIntire.  Before  Dr.  Pardue  begins,  may  I  state  for  the  rec¬ 
ord  that  I  have  received  a  communication  from  Dr.  Lloyd  Elliott, 
president  of  the  University  of  Maine,  land-grant  college,  in  support  of 
this  legislation. 

The  Chairman.  Yes,  sir.  We  are  very  glad  to  have  that  informa¬ 
tion  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Grant.  And  along  that  line,  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  state  that 
I  have  received  a  communication  from  Dr.  Ralph  Draughon,  presi¬ 
dent  of  Auburn  University,  the  land-grant  college  in  Alabama,  in 
support  of  this  legislation  ? 

Mr.  Breeding.  I  would  like  to  ask  permission  to  insert  into  the 
record  a  letter  from  Dr.  McCain  of  Kansas  State  University  at  Man¬ 
hattan,  Kans. 

The  Chairman.  Without  objection,  that  may  be  done. 

( The  letter  follows : ) 

Kansas  State  University  of  Agriculture  and  Applied  Science, 

Manhattan,  Kans.,  May  27,  I960. 

Hon.  J.  Floyd  Breeding, 

U.S.  Congress,  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Breeding  :  I  heartily  support  H.R.  10876  and  H.R.  10974  which  are 
designed  to  bring  the  allocation  of  land-grant  teaching  funds  from  Federal 
sources  up  to  their  equivalent  of  effectiveness  in  1935,  the  last  time  an  adjustment 
was  made. 

As  you  know,  passage  of  this  legislation  has  been  recommended  unanimously 
by  the  Senate  of  the  American  Association  of  Land-Grant  Colleges  and  State 
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Universities  to  compensate  the  land-grant  institutions  for  inflation  and  population 
growth  which  they  have  experienced  during  the  past  25  years. 

I  enthusiastically  endorse  the  statement  by  Dr.  John  T.  Caldwell,  chairman 
of  the  Land-Grant  Association  Legislative  Committee,  in  his  communication  of 
February  23,  1960  to  Hon.  Harold  Cooley,  charman  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture. 

I  greatly  appreciate  your  support  of  this  legislation  in  behalf  of  Kansas  State 
University  and  the  other  land-grant  institutions  as  well. 

Sincerely  yours, 


James  A.  McCain,  President. 


The  Chairman.  You  may  proceed,  Mr.  Pardue. 


STATEMENT  0E  DR.  LOUIS  A.  PARDUE,  VICE  PRESIDENT  AND  DEAN 

OP  THE  GRADUATE  SCHOOL,  VIRGINIA  POLYTECHNIC  INSTI¬ 
TUTE,  BLACKSBURG,  VA. 

Dr.  Pardue.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  Louis  A.  Pardue,  and  I  am  vice  president  of  Virginia  Poly¬ 
technic  Institute  at  Blacksburg,  Va. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  make  a  brief  statement. 

My  institution  is  a  member  of  the  land-grant  system,  and,  ad¬ 
mittedly,  would  be  one  of  the  beneficiaries  of  these  bills  under  con¬ 
sideration,  but  I  feel  that  the  bills  have  so  much  justification  that 
those  of  us  who  receive  direct  support  from  them  may  give  advocacy 
to  them  without  being  motivated  entirely  by  self-interest.  In  fact,, 
their  merit  places  them  in  obligation  to  point  out  their  need  and 
fairness. 

We  share  the  convictions  of  Chancellor  Caldwell,  which  he  so 
ably  presented  to  the  committee,  but  will  not  take  your  time  to  re¬ 
state  them.  They  have  been  so  well  stated  that  I  am  sure  that  the 
committee  is  aware  of  their  cogency. 

Perhaps  it  would  add  something  to  the  reasons  why  these  bills  are 
necessary  now  and  are,  in  fact,  overdue,  if  I  would  give  a  few  facts 
about  our  institution. 

During  the  first  5  years  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act,  starting  in 
1935,  we  received,  approximately,  4  percent  of  our  instructional 
budget  from  the  act.  During  the  last  5  years,  we  have  received  less 
than  P/2  percent. 

So  the  effect  of  the  act  has  diminished  considerably. 

During  the  interval,  between  the  early  years  of  it  and  the  later 
years,  our  enrollment  has  increased  from  just  under  2,000  to  over  5,000, 
and  the  support  for  students  has  decreased  from  about  $12  a  year  to 
nearly  one-half  this  figure. 

If  the  bills  presently  before  Congress  should  fail  of  passage,  the 
deterioration  of  Federal  support  of  instruction — and  we  believe  this 
is  an  obligation  of  the  Federal  Government  to  the  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions — this  deterioration  will  increase  markedly  because  our  gross 
curve  in  enrollment  and  overall  instructional  budget  is  rising  sharply 
from  5  to  10  percent  a  year. 

I  might  point  out  that  our  graduate  work  and  research  work  are 
growing  at  an  even  higher  rate. 

Our  graduate  enrollment  has  gone  up  by  a  factor  of  4  in  the  interval 
between  1935  and  to  date.  There  is  a  shift,  too,  to  the  more  expensive 
instruction.  Our  classes  now  are  nearly  equal.  There  was  a  time  when 
the  freshman  class,  the  least  expensive  class,  was  much  larger,  but 
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•our  senior  classes  are  about  as  large  as  our  freshman  class,  and  our 
graduate  enrollment  has  added  to  our  senior  enrollment. 

This  combination  is  larger  than  our  freshman  enrollment;  our 
sophomore  class,  a  relatively  inexpensive  class,  is  the  smallest  class 
we  have  in  the  institution. 

A  thoroughly  constant  Bankhead- Jones  support  would  make  it 
necessary  for  our  other  sources  of  support  to  increase  their  contribu¬ 
tions.  This  could  only  be  justified  if  support  is  less  appropriate  now 
than  it  was  in  1935. 

We  respectfully  suggest  that  this  situation  is  by  no  means  true. 

Thank  you  for  letting  me  make  this  statement. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Did  you  want  to  say  something,  Mr.  Thackrey  ? 

Mr.  Thackrey.  I  believe  at  the  last  meeting  of  the  committee  you 
requested  a  table  showing  present  allocation  of  the  bills,  that  is,  under 
the  two  tables. 

The  Chairman.  Please  give  it  to  the  reporter  for  inclusion  in  the 
record  at  this  point. 

(The  material  requested  previously  and  referred  to  above  follows:) 


Present 

Federal  annual  appropriations 1  for  instruction  at  land-grant  colleges  and 

universities 


State 

Variable 

grants 

Total 

grants 

State 

Variable 

grants 

Total 

grants 

$30,  541.  43 

1, 283.  24 

7, 477.  26 
19, 047.  71 
105,  599.  47 
13,  218.  00 

$100,  541. 43 
71,283.24 

Nebraska _ 

$13, 222.  20 

1,  596.  86 

$83, 222.  20 

Nevada.  ___  _ _ 

71,  596.  86 

77,  477.  26 
89,  047.  71 
175,  599.  47 
83,  218.  00 
90, 022.  98 

New  Hampshire... 

5,319. 18 

75,319. 18 

New  Jersey _ 

48,  233.  27 
6,  794.  96 

118, 233.  27 

New  Mexico . . 

76,  794.  96 

New  York _ _ 

147, 933.  81 
40,  518.  47 

217, 933.  81 

20|  022.  98 
3, 172.  96 
27,  644.  26 
34,  360.  28 

4,  985.  53 

5,  871.  76 
86,  905.  51 
39, 244.  59 
26, 145.  67 

North  Carolina  2  ... 

110,  518.  47 

73, 172.  96 
97, 644.  26 
104, 360.  28 
74,  985.  53 

North  Dakota..  _  . 

6, 180,  98 

76, 180.  98 

Ohio  _ _ 

79,  269.  02 

149,  269.  02 

Oklahoma  2 _  ... 

22,  278.  07 

92,  278.  07 

Oregon. . .  . 

15, 175.  65 

85, 175.  65 

75, 871.  76 
156,905.  51 

Pennsylvania _ 

104, 719.  55 

174, 719.  55 

Puerto  Rico  3 _ 

50,  000.  00 

109, 244.  59 
96, 145.  67 
89, 005.  70 
99, 374.  97 
96,  768.  55 
79,115. 06 
93, 371.  85 
116,  788.  72 
133,  559.  50 
99,  750.  80 
91,  735.  06 
109, 448.  37 
75,  895.  57 

Rhode  Island _  . 

7,  899.  30 

77, 899. 30 

South  Carolina  2  _ 

21, 117.  72 

91, 117.  72 

19,  005.  70 
29, 374.  97 
26, 768.  55 
9, 115.  06 
23,  371.  85 
46,  788.  72 
63,  559.  50 
29,  750.  80 
21,  735.  06 
39, 448.  37 
5, 895.  57 

South  Dakota _ 

6,  511.  20 

76,  511.20 

Tennessee  2  .... 

32,  835.  48 

102,  835.  48 

Texas 2.  _ 

76,  920.  54 

146,  920.  54 

Utah _  .  . 

6,  871.  52 

76,  871.  52 

Vermont. . 

3,  768. 09 

73,  768.  09 

Virginia  2...  _ _ 

33, 104.  43 

103, 104.  43 

Washington ...  _  . 

23,  730.  58 

93,  730.  58 

West  Virginia  2 _ 

20, 005.  74 

90, 005.  74 

Wisconsin  .  ... 

34,  260.  50 

104,  260.  50 

Wyoming.  ...... 

2,  898.  08 

72, 898.  08 

Montana _ _ 

Total _ _ 

1,  501,  500.  00 

5, 051,  500.  00 

1  Uniform  grants  to  each  State,  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico  from  2d  Morrill  Act,  1890  ($25,000) ; 
Nelson  amendment,  1907  ($25,000);  and  uniform  grants  to  each  State,  Alaska,  and  Hawaii  from  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act,  1935,  as  amended  June  1952  ($20,000);  total  for  each,  $70,000. 

2  The  Negro  land-grant  college  in  this  State  receives  a  stipulated  proportion  of  funds. 

3  Puerto  Rico  does  not  participate  in  appropriations  authorized  by  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  of  June  29, 
1935,  as  amended  June  1952. 

Note.— Variable  grants  from  Bankhead-Jones  Act  as  amended  June  1952,  as  indicated  in  this  tabulation 
being  a  distribution  of  $1,501,500  on  basis  of  population,  1950. 

The  2d  Morrill  Act  and  the  Nelson  amendment  make  continuing  appropriations.  The  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act  authorizes  appropriations;  the  appropriations  are  made  annually  by  the  Congress. 


82 


INCREASED  FUNDS  FOR  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 


Proposed 

Allotment  of  funds  to  States  and  territories  for  land-grant  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  ( colleges  of  agriculture  and  mechanic  arts) — In  accordance  with 
; provisions  of  E.R.  10876  ( Representative  Cooley),  Mar.  3, 1960 


State  or  territory 

Total 

Morrill- 
Nelson 
funds  1 

Bankhead-Jones  funds 

Total 

Uniform 

grants 

Variable 
grants  2 
(1950  oensus) 

Variable 
grants 
(on  basis 
of  1958 
census 
estimates) 

Total _  - 

$14, 500, 000. 00 

$2, 550, 000 

$11, 950, 000. 00 

$7, 650, 000 

$4, 300, 000. 00 

$4,300,000 

Alabama 3 _ 

286, 198. 67 

50,000 

236, 198. 67 

150, 000 

86, 198. 67 

78, 690 

Alaska. _ _ 

203, 621.  75 

50, 000 

153,621.75 

150, 000 

3, 621. 75 

3,870 

Arizona _ 

221, 103.  47 

50, 000 

171, 103. 47 

150, 000 

21, 103. 47 

26, 230 

Arkansas3..  _ _ 

253, 759. 35 

50,  000 

203,  759.  35 

150, 000 

53, 759.  35 

43, 430 

California _ 

498,  038. 83 

50, 000 

448, 038.  83 

150,  000 

298, 038. 83 

348, 300 

Colorado .  -  _ 

237, 305.  84 

50, 000 

187, 305.  84 

150, 000 

37, 305. 84 

40, 780 

Connecticut.- .  _ 

256,  511.88 

50, 000 

206,511.88 

150,  000 

56,511.88 

55, 600 

Delaware 3 _ 

208,  955.  19 

50,000 

158,  955.  19 

150,  000 

8,  955. 19 

10, 750 

Florida  3 _ _ 

278, 021.  83 

50, 000 

228, 021.  83 

150, 000 

78, 021. 83 

110, 940 

Georgia  3 _ _ 

296, 976. 80 

50, 000 

246,  976.  80 

150, 000 

96, 976. 80 

92, 880 

Hawaii _ _ _ 

214,  070.  93 

50,  000 

164, 070.  93 

150, 000 

14, 070. 93 

1$,  860 

Idaho _ _ - 

216,  572. 17 

50,000 

166,  572. 17 

150, 000 

16,  572. 17 

16, 000 

Illinois-  _ _  .  . 

445,  277.  92 

50, 000 

395,  277.  92 

150,  000 

245, 277.  92 

249, 400 

Indiana _ 

310,  762. 03 

50, 000 

260,  762. 03 

150, 000 

110,  762. 03 

113, 950 

Iowa_—  - _ 

273,  792. 28 

50, 000 

223,  792.  28 

150,000 

73,  792. 28 

68,  500 

Kansas .  - . 

253,  640.  76 

50, 000 

203,  640.  76 

150,  000 

53,  640.  76 

51,  600 

Kentucky  3 _ 

282, 906. 48 

50,  000 

232,  906.  48 

150, 000 

82,  906.  48 

76, 110 

Louisiana  3 _ 

275,  550.  27 

50, 000 

225,  550.  27 

150, 000 

75,  550.  27 

76,  970 

Maine _ 

225,  725.  90 

50,  000 

175,  725.  90 

150, 000 

25,  725.  90 

23,  220 

Maryland3,.  _ 

265,  963.  59 

50,  000 

215,  963.  59 

150,  000 

65,  963.  59 

72,  670 

Massachusetts  3 _ 

332,  054.  21 

50,  000 

282, 054.  21 

150, 000 

132, 054.  21 

120,  400 

Michigan . . 

379, 387.  27 

50,  000 

329, 387.  27 

150,  000 

179,  387.  27 

193,  500 

Minnesota _ 

283,  967.  22 

50,  000 

233,  967.  22 

150. 000 

83, 967.  22 

81,  700 

Mississippi 3 _ 

261, 343.  97 

50, 000 

211,343.  97 

150,  000 

61,343.  97 

53,750 

Missouri 3 _ _ 

311,337.  17 

50, 000 

261,337.  17 

150, 000 

111,337.  17 

103,  200 

Montana _ 

216,  639.  37 

50,  000 

166,  639.  37 

150,  000 

16,  639.  37 

16,  770 

Nebraska _ 

237, 317.  70 

50. 000 

187,  317.  70 

150,000 

37, 317.  70 

35,  660 

Nevada _ _ 

204,  506.  89 

50,000 

154,  506.  89 

150, 000 

4,  506.  89 

6, 450 

New  Hampshire _ 

215,  012.  61 

50, 000 

165,  012.  61 

150,  000 

15,012.61 

14, 190 

New  Jersey _ 

336, 131.  25 

50,  000 

286, 131.  25 

150,  000 

136, 131.  25 

144, 050 

New  Mexico . . 

219, 177.  77 

50,  000 

169, 177.  77 

150,  000 

19, 177.  77 

18, 050 

New  York..  . 

617,  521.  26 

50, 000 

567,  521.  26 

150, 000 

417,  521.  26 

408,  500 

North  Carolina  3 _ 

314,  357.  36 

50. 000 

264,  357.  36 

150, 000 

114,357.  36 

110, 080 

North  Dakota _ 

217,444.90 

50, 000 

167, 444.  90 

150, 000 

17,  444.  90 

16. 000 

Ohio _ _ 

423,  725.  06 

50,  000 

373,  725.  06 

150, 000 

223,  725.  06 

238, 650 

Oklahoma  3  _ _ 

262,  876.  56 

50, 000 

212, 876.  56 

150,  000 

62,  876.  56 

55, 470 

Oregon _  _ 

242,  831.  02 

50,000 

192,831.02 

150,  000 

42,  831.  02 

43,  430 

Pennsylvania _ 

495,  555.  39 

50, 000 

445,  555.  39 

150,  000 

295,  555.  39 

281, 220 

Puerto  Rico _ 

262,  238  94 

50,  000 

212, 238.  94 

1.50,  000 

62,  238.  94 

55, 900 

Rhode  Island-  --- 

222,  294.  61 

50, 000 

172,  294.  61 

150,  000 

22,  294.  61 

20,  640 

South  Carolina  3 _ _ 

259,  601.  64 

50, 000 

209,601.64 

150,  000 

59,  601.  64 

58,  480 

South  Dakota., . . 

218,  376.  89 

50, 000 

168,  376.  89 

150, 000 

18,  376.  89 

16,500 

Tennessee  3  . . 

292, 673.  26 

50, 000 

242,  673.  26 

150, 000 

92.  673.  26 

86, 430 

Texas  3 _ _ 

417, 096.  81 

50,  000 

367,  096.  81 

150, 000 

217,  096.  81 

230, 050 

Utah _ 

219,  393.  85 

50, 000 

169,  393.  85 

150,000 

19,  393.  85 

21,070 

Vermont  _ 

210.  634. 89 

50.  000 

160,  634.  89 

150,000 

10,  634.  89 

9, 030 

Virginia  3  . . 

293, 432.  33 

50,  000 

243.  432.  33 

150, 000 

93, 432,  33 

93,  500 

Washington _ 

266, 976.  02 

50, 000 

216, 976.  02 

150, 000 

66,  976.  02 

64.  500 

West  Virginia _  . 

256, 463.  26 

50,000 

206,  463.  26 

150, 000 

56,  463.  26 

49,  450 

Wisconsin _ _ 

296,  695.  18 

50,000 

246,695.  18 

150.000 

96,  695.  18 

98, 900 

Wyoming . . 

208, 179.  40 

50,  000 

158, 179.  40 

150, 000 

8, 179.  40 

7,  740 

1  Not  amended  by  H.R.  10876. 

2  Based  on  “U.S.  Census  of  Population:  1950,”  “In  the  proportion  to  which  the  total  population  of  each 
State  and  Puerto  Rico  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States  and  Puerto  Rico,  as  determined  by  the 
last  decennial  census.” 

3  2  land-grant  institutions  in  this  State  receive  a  stipulated  proportion  of  the  funds  allotted. 

Note.— Totals  in  col.  1  are  based  on  allocation  of  variable  grants  based  on  1950  census.  They  are  reallo¬ 
cated  decennially  on  the  basis  of  the  census.  For  nearest  available  approximation  to  1960  census  (based  ou 
1958  estimates),  figures  in  col.  6  should  be  substituted  for  those  in  col.  5,  and  grand  totals  corrected. 


The  Chairman.  Is  Dr.  Elting  present  ? 

Do  you  desire  to  make  a  statement,  Dr.  Elting  ? 
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Dr.  Elung.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  earlier  today  received  a  report 
from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  transmitted  by  our  Assistant 
Secretary,  Mr.  Peterson. 

We  have  no  further  prepared  statement  unless  there  are  questions. 
Other  than  that  I  have  no  further  testimony  to  offer. 

The  Chairman.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  committee  stands  adjourned. 

(Whereupon,  at  11 : 40  a.m.,  the  committee  adjourned.) 
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INDEX  AND  SUMMARY  OF  S.  3450 


March  3,  1960  Rep.  Cooley  introduced  H.  R.  10876,  which  was 
referred  to  the  House  Agriculture  Committee. 

Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

March  8,  1960  Rep.  Dixon  introduced  H.  R.  10974,  which  was 
referred  to  the  House  Agriculture  Committee. 

Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 

Apr.  29,  1960  Sen.  Ellender  introduced  (by  request)  S.  3450, 
which  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Committee.  Print  of  bill  as  in¬ 
troduced. 

June  1,  1960  House  committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  10876. 

June  14,  1960  House  committee  reported  H.  R.  10876  without 
amendment.  H.  Rept.  1854.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 

June  15,  1960  Senate  committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  3450. 

June  16,  1960  Senate  committee  reported  S.  3450  without  amend¬ 
ment.  S.  Rept.  1596.  Print  of  bill  and  report. 

June  18,  1960  Senate  passed  over  S.  3450  at  the  request  of 
Senator  Hart. 

June  23,  1960  S.  3450  was  made  the  unfinished  business  of  the 
Senate. 

June  24,  1960  Senate  passed  S.  3450  without  amendment  (in  lieu 
of  H.  R.  10876) . 

June  29,  1960  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consid¬ 
eration  of  H.  R.  10876.  H.  Res.  586,  H.  Rept.  2036. 
Print  of  resolution  and  report. 

Juiy  2,  1960  House  passed  S.  3450  without  amendment  (in  lieu  of 
H.  R.  10876) .  H.  R.  10876  laid  on  table  due  to 
passage  of  S.  3450. 

July  14,  1960  Approved:  Public  Law  86-658 

Hearings  on  H.  R.  10876  and  H.  R.  10974  before  House  Agriculture 

Committee,  held  on  May  16  and  24,  1960. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  86-658 


INCREASED  FUNDS  FOR  RESIDENT  TEACHING  AT  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES. 
Authorizes  increased  appropriations  in  the  form  of  grant  funds 
for  resident  teaching  at  land-grant  institutions.  Authorizes 
an  increase  in  the  amount  to  be  equally  distributed  to  States 
from  $1  million  each  fiscal  year  to  $7,650,000,  and  an  increase 
in  the  amount  to  be  distributed  annually  on  the  basis  of 
relative  population  from  $1,501,500  each  fiscal  year  to  $4,300,000. 
Authorizes  the  University  of  Puerto  Rico  to  participate  in  the 
benefits  of  the  program  on  the  same  basis  as  the  States. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  10876 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  3,1960 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  sup¬ 
port  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of 
the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appro¬ 
priation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land  grant  insti¬ 
tutions. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  That  section  22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended 

•  •  .  .  og 

4  (7  U.S.C.  329) ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete 

6  endowment  and  support  of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States 

7  and  Puerto  Rico  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled 

8  ‘An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several  States  and 

I 


2 


1  Territories  which  may  provide  colleges  for  the  benefit  of 

2  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts/  approved  July  2,  1862, 

3  as  amended  and  supplemented  (7  U.S.C.  301-328),  there 

4  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  annually,  out  of 

5  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the 

6  following  amounts: 

7  “  (a)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of 

8  enactment  of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 

9  $7,650,000;  and 

10  “  (b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of 

11  enactment  of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 

12  $4,300,000. 

13  “The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a) 

14  shall  be  paid  annually  to  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Eico 
in  equal  shares.  The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 

10  paragraph  (b)  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  in 

17  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  and  shall  be  allotted  and  paid 

18  annually  to  each  of  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Eico  in  the 

19  proportion  to  which  the  total  population  of  each  State  and 

20  Puerto  Eico  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States 

21  and  Puerto  Eico  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding  decen- 

22  nial  census.  Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this 

23  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  or 

24  authorized  under  such  Act  of  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and 

25  supplemented,  and  shall  be  applied  only  for  the  purposes  of 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 


the  colleges  defined  in  such  Act,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented.  The  provisions  of  law  applicable  to  the  use  and 
payment  of  sums  under  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  apply  a 
portion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  public  lands  to  the  more  com¬ 
plete  endowment  and  support  of  the  colleges  for  the  benefit 
of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts  established  under  the 
provisions  of  an  Act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862/ 
approved  August  30,  1890,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 

shall  apply  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums  appropriated 

•  •- 
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Mr.  Dion  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  "»«  1  e.frrjrd  to  the  ( 


taittoo  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 


To  amend  section  22  (relating  to  tb*  endowment  ami  -upp  t 


of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mrhanic  >irts)  o.  th»*  Act 
of  June  29,  .935,  to  incr*  so  the  i  1 1  -‘rizod  appro nriati  . 
for  resident  teaching  graefe  to  lumS  ^"ant  institutions. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  8, 1960 

Mr.  Dixon  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support 
of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  Act 
of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation 
for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land  grant  institutions. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended 

4  June  12,  1952  (Public  Law  390,  Eighty-second  Congress) , 

5  be  further  amended  as  to  section  22,  to  read  as  follows : 

6  “Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete  en- 

H  dowment  and  support  of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States 

8  and  Puerto  Rico  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled 

8  ‘An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several  States  and 
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Territories  which  may  provide  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  the  mechanic  arts/  approved  July  2,  1862,  as 
amended  and  supplemented  (U.S.C.,  title  7,  secs.  301-328; 
Supp.  VII,  sec.  304),  there  are  hereby  authorized  to  he 
appropriated  annually,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  the  following  amounts: 

“  (a)  For  the  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  en¬ 
actment  of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
$7,650,000;  and 

“  (b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  following  the  date  of  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
$4,300,000. 

“The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a) 
shall  be  paid  annually  to  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico 
in  equal  shares.  The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 
paragraph  (b)  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  in 
pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  and  shall  he  allotted  and  paid 
annually  to  each  of  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in 
the  proportion  to  which  the  total  population  of  each  State 
and  Puerto  Rico  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States 
and  Puerto  Rico  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding  decen¬ 
nial  census.  Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section 

t 

shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  or  authorized  under 
such  Act  of  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 
and  shall  be  applied  only  for  the  purposes  of  the  colleges  de- 
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fined  in  such  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The  pro¬ 
visions  of  law  applicable  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums 
under  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  apply  a  portion  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  public  lands  to  the  more  complete  endow¬ 
ment  and  support  of  the  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  mechanic  arts  established  under  the  provisions 
of  an  Act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862/  approved 
August  30,  1890,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  apply 
to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 
this  section/’  £ 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  29,  1960 

Mr.  Ellender  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of 
colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  Act  of 
June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation  for 
resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Bepresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended 

•  i  j  i . 

4  (7  U.S.C.  329) ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete 

6  endowment  and  support  of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States 

7  and  Puerto  Rico  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled 

r  ’  .  \  f  *.  v 

8  ‘An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several  States  and 

9  Territories  which  may  provide  colleges  for  the  benefit  of 
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agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts,’  approved  July  2,  1862, 
as  amended  and  supplemented  (7  U.S.C.  301-328),  there 
are  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  annually,  out  of 
any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the 
following  amounts: 

“  (a)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
$7,650,000;  and 

“(b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
$4,300,000. 

“The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a) 
shall  he  paid  annually  to  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Pico 
in  equal  shares.  The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 
paragraph  (b)  shall  he  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  in 
pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  and  shall  be  allotted  and  paid 
annually  to  each  of  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Pico  in  the 
proportion  to  which  the  total  population  of  each  State  and 
Puerto  Pico  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States 
and  Puerto  Pico  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding  decen¬ 
nial  census.  Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section 
shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  or  authorized 
under  such  Act  of  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  and  shall  be  applied  only  for  the  purposes  of  the 
colleges  defined  in  such  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented. 
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1  The  provisions  of  law  applicable  to  the  use  and  payment  of 

2  sums  under  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  apply  a  portion  of 

3  the  proceeds  of  the  public  lands  to  the  more  complete  endow- 

4  ment  and  support  of  the  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agricul- 

5  ture  and  the  mechanic  arts  established  imder  the  provisions 

6  of  an  Act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862/  approved 

7  August  30,  1890,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  apply 

8  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance 

9  of  this  section.” 
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to  develop  new  methods  of  controlling  insects'and  other  pests  of  plants  and 
animals  so  as  to  avoid  pesticide  and  other  chemical  residues,  and  to  develop 
biological  methods  of  pest  control  which  will  not  create  residue  hazards. 

10784 

/ 

.  -  ,  ^ .  i  ,  i  ‘  f  ■ .  *'  ,  j . 

14.  COTTON*  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with/^M^ndment  H.  R„  12115,  xo  ex- 
tend\the  minimum  national  marketing  quota  for  extra  long  staple  cotton7  to  the 
1961  c^op  (H.  Rept.  1729),  and  with  amendment  H.  R.  11646,  to  amend. the  act 
authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  collect  and  publish  statistics  of 
the  grade\and  staple  length  of  cotton  by  defining  certain  offenses  in  connectior 
with  the  sampling  of  cotton  for  classification  and  providing  a  penalty  provi¬ 
sion  (H.  Repfcs*  1737).  p.  10785 

15.  FRUITS  AND  NUTS.\The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R,  12341, 
relating  to  the  extension  of  the  existing  restrictions  oiylmported  commodities 
to  lemons,  oranges\figs,  dates,  and  walnuts  (H.  Rept.  ]//3U) .  p.  10785 

16.  TREASURY-POST  OFFICE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Agreed' to  the  conference  report 
•O  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  10569,  and  agreed  to  insist  on/its  disagreement  to  a 

Senate  amendment  to  limit\fhe  use  of  the  Congressional  frank,  pp.  10742-4 

17.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  as  reported  S.  1892,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 

Interior  to  construct,  operates  and  maintain  the  Norman  reclamation  project, 
Okla,  (pp.  10753-70),  Earlier  a.  Rules  Committee  resolution  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  bill  had  been  agreea\to  (pp.  ,10753-7). 

18.  INFORMATION.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Combd-ttee  reported  without  amendment  S.  Con. 

Res.  75,  favoring  the  active  participation  by  Federal  agencies  in  the  Fifth 
International  Congress  on  High-Speetj/Ph^ography  to  be  held  in  Washington,  D.  C. 
in  1960  (H.  Rept.  1733).  p.  10785, 


19.  SUGAR;  ACREAGE  ALL0TMENTQ-,  LAND  GRANT  COLLEGES.  The  Agriculture  Committee  voted 

to  report  (but  did  not  actually' report)  the  following  bills:  p.  D486 
ft;  R.  12311,  with  amendment,  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948; 

H.  R.  12420  (a.-frlaan  bill  introduced  in  lieu  of  H»  R.-  11049)-?— fro  treat  a-11 

■ baoio  agricultural  commodities  alike  with  respect  -to  the  coot  of-remeasuring 

-acreage  allotmonto; 

H.  R.  10876,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching 
grants  to  land  grant  institutions. 

20.  SMALL  BUSINESS;  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  The  Banking  and  Current  imittee  voted  to 

report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  the  following  bills:  86 

H.  R.  11207 y/to  amend  the  Small  Business  Act  so  as  to  au  ,ze  an  additional 

$150,000,000  for  loans  to  small  business,  and  to  make  othex  mical  amendments 
in  the  act;  / 

H.  R.  12052,  to  extend  the  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950  for  2\additional 
years.  / 

21.  WATER  RESOURCES.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  no*  actu- 

allyyteport)  H.  R.  9999,  granting  the  consent  and  approval  of  Congress  t  Xthe 
Northeastern  Water  and  Related  Land  Resources  Compact,  p.  D488 


22. 


)*TEREST  RATES.  Rep,  Patman  inserted  and  commented  on  a  letter  dealing  with  \ 
interest  rates,  and  one  dealing  with  payment  of  the  national  debt.  pp.  10772-4' 


-  4  - 


DEPRESSED  AREAS.  Rep.  Widnall  inserted  a  comparison  between  two  depressed  arcay 
bills  pending  in  Congress  "that  are  supported  by  the  administration,”  and  the^ 
recently  vetoed  depressed  areas  bill.  pp.  10781-2 


24.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  on  Thur.,  June  2,  th^/House 
will\consider  H.  R.  10572,  the  multiple  uses  forestry  management  bill,  and 
H.  R.\11761,  relating  to  the  consolidation  of  Farmers  Home  AdministraJ"1 
authority,  p,  D486 


Lon  loan 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

25.  SMALL  BUSINESS'^  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  McDowell  stating ;/hat  "the  family 
farmer  and  the  farsighted  labor  leader  both  have  an  enormous/  but  often  un¬ 
recognized,  stakes  in  the  well-being  of  the  small  businessman,"  and  inserting 
a  letter  to  the  editor  of  Harper's  magazine  discussing  thjtir  article,  "How 
Small  Business  Cuts  fts  Throat."  pp.  A4623-4 

26.  AMERICAN  SAMOA.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Long,  Hawaii,  inserting  the  con¬ 

stitution  of  American  Saihoa  and  stating  that  "it  pf^vides  a  legal  basis  for  a 
changing  society  ..."  pp.\A4624-8 


27.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Porter  \nserted  an  addresfc  by  S.  L.  Descartes,  P.  R.,  Water 

Resources  Authority,  "Electric  xower:  Key  tq/rrogress  for  the  Underdeveloped 
Countries."  pp.  A4671-3 

BILLS  "INTROPCCED 

28.  SUGAR.  H.  R.  12461,  by  Rep.  Hoeven,  tjAamend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended, 

for  1  year  and  to  authorize  Presidencial\action  during  the  time  Congress  is  not 
in  session  if  such  action  is  in  the  national  interest  or  is  necessary  to  insure 
an  adequate  supply  of  sugar;  to  Agriculture\Committee. 

29.  SALINE  WATER.  H.  R.  12462,  by/fbp.  Holifleld,\o  expand  and  extend  the  saline 

water  conversion  program  unddr  the  direction  of^the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
to  provide  for  accelerated/research,  development , ^demonstration,  and  application 
of  practical  means  for  the  economical  production,  from  sea  or  other  saline 
waters,  of  water  suitat^e  for  agricultural,  industrial,  municipal,  and  other 
beneficial  consumptivq/uses;  to  Interstate  and  ForeigiK. Commerce  Committee. 

30.  WILDLIFE.  H.  R.  12463,  by  Rep.  King,  Utah,  to  provide  foKadvance  consultation 

with  the  Fish  and/Wildlife  Service  and  with  State  wildlife\agencies  before  the 
beginning  of  amj/rederal  program  involving  the  use  of  pestic^ies  or  other 
chemicals  designed  for  mass  biological  controls;  to  Merchant  Marine  and 
Fisheries  Committee. 

31.  PERSONNEL. /H.  R.  12466,  by  Rep.  Cohelan,  to  amend  the  Federal  Employees  Compen¬ 

sation  A/t  to  make  benefits  more  realistic  in  terms  of  present  wage\rates;  to 
Education  and  Labor  Committee, 

COMPACT.  H.  R.  12467,  by  Rep.  McCormack,  granting  the  consent  and  approvi 
Co*(gress  to  the  northeastern  water  and  related  land  resources  compact;  to 
forks  Committee. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  received  conference  report  oh.  agricultural  appropriation  bill. 
Senate  committees  reported:  Housing  bill;  LaborX^USW  appropriation  bill;  bill  t0 
extend  Defense  Production  Act.  Jrfouse  Rules  Commitbne  cleared  bill  for  use  or  color 
additives  in  food.  Sen.  Aikei/praised  Foreign  Agricultural  Service.  Rep.  Hoeven 
introduced  and  discussed  sugar  bill. 


HOUSE 

1,  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this 

bill,  H.  R.  1211/  (H,  Rept.  1863)  (pp.  11693-700,  11701).  Wtached  to  this 
digest  is  a  co^y  of  the  conference  report  and  a  summary  of  the  action  or  the 
conferees. 

2,  PERSONNEL.  /The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.Nl.  12620,  to 

provide  pov  the  defense  of  suits  against  Federal  employees  arisinjXspob  or  their 
operation  of  motor  vehicles  in  the  scope  of  their  employment  (H.  Rep^.  136^) 

(p.  lv/oi).  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  this  bill  is  a  clean  billNreported 
by  tRe  committee  to  overcome  the  objections  contained  in  the  President  *0  veuo 
of /H.  R.  7577.  p.  D550 

3,  O^LOR  ADDITIVES;  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCES.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Com¬ 
mittee  reported  with  amendment  S.  1283,  to  regulate  the  interstate  distribution 
and  sale  of  packages  of  hazardous  substances  intended  or  suitable  ror  househol 
use  (H.  Rept.  1361).  p.  11701 
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The  Rales  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R.  7624, 
to  protect  the  public  health  by  amending  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic 
Act  so  as  to  authorize  the  use  of  suitable  color  additives  in  or  on  foods-/ drugs, 
and  cosmetics  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribing  the  conditions  /includ¬ 
ing  maximum  tolerances)  under  which  such  additives  may  be  safely  used.  / p.  11701 


4.  RECREATION.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R/900,  to 
provide  that  757,  of  all  moneys  derived  by  the  U.  S.  from  certain  recreation 
activities  in  connection  with  lands  acquired  for  flood  control  aj*a  other  pur¬ 
poses  shall  be  paid  to  the  State  (H.  Rept.  1821).  p.  11700 

The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R/  12539,  to  au¬ 


thorize  the  ^Secretary  of  the  Army,  with  the  consent  of  Congress,  to  acquire 
lands  and  to  establish  facilities  necessary  for  recreation/l  purposes  in  con¬ 
nection  with  reservoir  projects  constructed  with  Federalytunds  (H.  Rept.  1862). 
p.  11701 


5,  EDUCATION.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  10876, 
to  increase  the  appropriation  authorization  for  resident  teaching  grants  to 
land- grant  institutions  (H.  Rept.  1854).  p.  11700 


6.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  The  Banking  a^d  Currency  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

H.  R,  12346,  to  extend  for  Cwo  years  the  authority  of  the  Federal  Reserve  banks 
to  purchase  U.  S.  obligations\directly  froij/the  Treasury  (H.  Rept.  1825). 
p.  11700 


7.  WILDLIFE,  The  Judiciary  Committee Vepo^ted  with  amendment  H.  R.  10598,  to 

clarify  certain  provisions  of  the  Criminal  Code  relating  to  the  importation  or 
shipment  of  injurious  mammals,  bird^v\amphibians,  fish,  and  reptiles,  and  re¬ 
lating  to  the  transportation  or  receipt.  of  wild  mammals  or  birds  taken  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  State,  National  or  foreign  law^  (H.  Rept.  1823).  pp.  11700-1 


8.  LANDS.  Received  from  the  Defense  Department\proposed  legislation  to  provide 
for  the  withdrawal  from  the /public  domain  of 'lands  in  the  Ladd-Eielson,  Big 
Delta,  and  Granite  Creek  a/eas  of  Alaska;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee,  p.  11700 


r 


9.  WATER  DEVELOPMENT.  The'' Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
12564,  to  authorize  iriultiple-purpose  development  at  Victory  Reservoir  site,  Vt. 
(H.  Rept.  1830).  11700 


10.  PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  voted 
to  report  to  tine  full  committee  H.  R.  12336,  to  amend  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949  with  respect  to  the  preservation  of  basic  compens at ion \n  downgrading 
actions,  v/  D550 


11.  MUTUAL  SECURITY.  Rep.  Yates  criticized  the  Appropriations  Commitbee's  action 
againsjr  the  use  of  funds  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  MutuaI\Security 
Act  relating  to  the  U.  S.  contribution  toward  settlement  of  the  Indus  River 
Basin  controversy  between  India  and  Pakistan,  p.  11688 

Rep.  Conte  agreed  with  Rep.  Yates'  criticism  and  stated  that  he  woubd  offer 
in  amendment  to  "delete  this  limitation."  pp.  11694-6 


12/  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Rep.  Bray  urged  support  for  a  resolution  which  would  express\the 
sense  of  Congress  that  no  further  tariff  reductions  be  granted  by  the  U.  S. 
forthcoming  tariff  negotiations,  p.  11689 


86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  f  Report 
2d  Session  j  {  No.  1854 


SUPPORT  FOR  LAND -GRANT  COLLEGE  INSTRUCTION 


June  14,  1960. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  submitted  the 

following 


REPORT 


[To  accompany  H.R.  10876] 


The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.R. 
10876)  to  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support 
of  colleges  of  agricultural  and  mechanical  arts)  of  the  act  of  June  29, 
1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching 
grants  to  land-grant  institutions,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

PURPOSE  of  the  bill 


The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  very  simple:  To  restore  the  level  of 
support  by  the  Federal  Government  of  teaching  in  the  national  system 
of  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  to  the  level  authorized  by 
Congress  in  1935.  These  colleges  and  universities  were  founded  by 
Federal  action  and  have  for  nearly  a  century  carried  on  national 
functions  while  under  the  control  and  direction  of  duly  established 
State  authorities.  The  land-grant  institutions  have  received  direct 
Federal  appropriations  for  teaching  purposes  since  the  passage  of 
the  second  Morrill  Act  in  1890.  These  funds  have  not  been  increased 
since  1935,  although  there  is  general  agreement  among  all  college  and 
university  officials  that  funds  for  faculty  salaries  are  the  most  critical 
need  of  our  colleges  and  universities  at  the  present  time.  What  this 
bill  proposes  is  an  increase  in  these  teaching  funds  simply  to  bring 
them  up  to  the  same  standard,  in  terms  of  the  formula  on  which  they 
were  appropriated  in  1935,  as  they  were  25  years  ago.  This  would 
still  leave  the  proportion  of  Federal  funds  compared  to  the  amount 
appropriated  by  the  States,  far  less  than  it  was  25  years  ago. 

The  additional  funds  authorized  by  this  bill  to  be  appropriated 
could  be  used  only  for  teaching  purposes  and  only  in  the  subjects 
authorized  by  the  original  land-grant  college  act. 
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HISTORY  OF  THE  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 

Tlie  national  system  of  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  was 
established  by  the  passage  of  the  first  Morrill  Act  in  1862.  Under  this 
act  each  State  was  offered  grants  of  Federal  land  proportionate  to  its 
membership  in  Congress,  the  land  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  invested 
as  a  permanent  endowment  fund  with  the  income  going  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  teaching  in  at  least  one  college  in  each  State.  The  use  of  this 
money  for  the  construction,  maintenance  or  repair  of  buildings  was 
prohibited.  This  college  was  to  emphasize  “agriculture,  the  mechanic 
arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto”  and  to  include  military  tactices 
in  its  course  offerings.  The  act  provided  that  “other  scientific  and 
classical  subjects  should  not  be  excluded”  and  said  that  the  great 
objective  was  the  “liberal  and  practical  education  of  the  industrial 
classes  in  the  several  pursuits  and  professions  of  life.” 

It  was  apparently  the  intention  of  the  Congress  at  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  the  first  Morrill  Act  that  the  income  from  the  national 
endowment  would  fully  support  instruction  in  these  colleges.  The  f 
States  were  required  to  furnish  the  buildings  and  equipment,  or  see  V 
that  they  were  furnished.  Control  over  the  methods  of  instruction, 
etc.,  was  reserved  entirely  to  the  States. 

As  time  passed  it  became  clear  that  the  income  from  the  land 
endowment  would  not  support  the  instructional  program  of  the  colleges 
if  they  were  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  young  people  of  their  States  and 
of  the  Nation.  Thus  State  support  for  instruction,  as  well  as  for 
buildings  and  equipment,  became  an  increasingly  important  factor. 

In  1890  the  Congress  recognized  that  Federal  instructional  support 
from  the  land-endowment  investment  was  far  short  of  what  had  been 
contemplated,  and  passed  the  second  Morrill  Act,  providing  direct 
annual  grants  to  the  colleges  for  instruction  in  “agriculture,  the 
mechanic  arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto.  This  act  was  passed 
unanimously  in  both  Houses  of  Congress.  In  1907  it  was  amended 
and  increased,  and  constitutes  a  permanent  appropriation  act  in  the 
amount  of  $2,550,000,  representing  $50,000  to  each  State  and  Puerto 
Rico  for  use  in  supporting  instruction  in  the  land-grant  institutions 
of  those  States. 

In  1935,  the  Congress  included  in  the  Bankliead-Jones  Act,  as 
authored  by  this  committee,  a  provision  which  granted  an  additional^ 
$20,000  to  each  State  for  teaching  purposes  in  its  land-grant  institu^- 
tions,  and  an  additional  amount  which  is  distributed  to  each  State  on 
the  basis  of  population.  The  total  of  funds  authorized  under  this 
title  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  is  now  $2,501,500,  of  which  $1  million 
is  distributed  on  the  basis  of  $20,000  to  each  of  the  50  States;  and  the 
remainder  on  a  population  basis.  Fuerto  Rico  is  not  included  in  this 
act,  but  would  be  included  as  the  act  is  amended  by  this  bill. 

BASIS  OF  INCREASED  AUTHORIZATION 

Since  1935  the  population  of  the  United  States,  upon  which  part 
of  the  apportionment  of  land-grant  funds  is  based,  has  increased  40 
percent.  Also,  since  1935  we  have  had  an  inflation  of  100  percent. 
The  present  total  of  annual  appropriations  to  land-grant  institutions 
for  teaching  purposes  from  the  Morrill  Act  of  1890,  as  amended,  and 
the  Bankliead-Jones  Act  of  1935  is  $5,051,500.  The  bill  would 
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increase  that  amount  by  applying  the  40-percent  population  increase 
factor  and  the  100-percent  inflationary  factor  to  this  1935  level  of 
appropriation.  In  addition,  authorization  would  be  added  to  permit 
Puerto  Rico  to  participate  on  an  equal  basis  with  institutions  in  other 
States.  The  second  Morrill  Act  of  1890  is  in  the  nature  of  a  perma¬ 
nent  appropriation.  Therefore,  this  bill  amends  only  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act  merely  increasing  the  authorization  for  this  purpose,  leaving 
the  actual  appropriation  to  be  made  in  the  usual  manner  through 
annual  appropriation  acts. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  is  a  modest  proposal.  Had  it 
used  as  a  basis  for  the  increase  the  increase  in  enrollment  in  land-grant 
institutions  since  1935,  which  was  suggested  to  the  committee  as 
being  equitable,  the  increase  in  authorized  appropriations  would 
have  been  several  times  as  large.  Enrollments  in  the  land-grant 
institutions  were  about  190,000  in  1935.  Of  these  only  15,000  were 
in  the  advanced  and  highly  expensive  and  important  category  of 
graduate  students.  Currently  the  enrollments  are  approximately 
650,000,  of  which  75,000  are  graduate  students.  Thus,  there  is  an 
increase  of  340  percent  in  total  enrollment  and  an  increase  of  500 
percent  in  graduate  enrollment  in  these  land-grant  institutions.  Thus, 
on  the  basis  of  the  job  the  land-grant  institutions  are  doing  today,  as 
compared  to  1935,  an  increase  in  Federal  participation  of  at  least 
$30  million  would  have  been  justified. 

USE  OF  FUNDS 

Land-grant  teaching  funds  are  available  for  support  of  instruction 
in  a  wide  range  of  basic  and  applied  subjects  related  to  agriculture  and 
engineering.  The  limitation  placed  on  their  use  by  the  statutes  is 
that  they  be  expended  for  teaching  and  that  this  teaching  be  in 
“agriculture,  the  mechanic  arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto.”  The 
interpretation  of  this  language  has  been  broad,  as  Congress  clearly 
intended  it  to  be,  and  has  permitted  support  of  instruction  in  the 
land-grant  colleges  in  accordance  with  the  changing  scientific  and 
technical  needs  of  our  society.  Thus  instruction  is  supported  in  the 
basic  fields  of  physical  science  such  as  chemistry,  physics,  and  metal¬ 
lurgy,  as  well  as  in  all  the  fields  of  engineering  which  are  based  on  the 
application  of  these  subjects.  The  funds  may  be  used  in  botany, 
zoology,  bacteriology,  and  entomology — the  sciences  basic  to  agri¬ 
culture,  as  well  as  in  the  applied  fields  of  agriculture  itself.  They 
may  be  used  for  mathematics,  essential  in  all  scientific  fields,  and  for 
basic  instruction  in  English.  They  may  also  be  used  for  support  of 
the  important  and  growing  field  of  veterinary  medicine,  so  basic  both 
to  human  and  animal  health. 

The  following  table  shows  the  uses  to  which  these  funds  were  put 
in  the  fiscal  year  1959. 
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IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  LAND-GRANT  INSTITUTIONS 

The  68  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  constitute  fewer  than 
5  percent  of  all  the  institutions  of  higher  education  of  all  kinds  in  the 
United  States,  and  they  enroll  more  than  21  percent  of  all  the  students 
in  4-year  colleges  and  universities.  But  their  significance  is  out  ol  all 
proportion  to  their  enrollment.  They  train  100  percent  of  all  those 
who  receive  doctor’s  degrees  in  agriculture  and  more  than  80  percent 
of  all  those  getting  bachelor’s  degrees. 

In  the  basic  biological  sciences,  they  grant  56  percent  of  all  doctor’s 
degrees — the  level  of  training  required  for  research,  and  over  50  per¬ 
cent  at  the  master’s  degree  level,  required  for  secondary  teaching  in 
this  important  field.  Ninety-five  percent  of  all  entomologists  in  this 
country,  the  men  and  women  who  deal  with  our  insect  pests,  get  their 
first  degrees  at  land-grant  institutions,  as  do  55  percent  of  all  people 
who  start  out  in  bacteriology  and  its  related  fields  so  essential  in  both 
agriculture  and  in  the  health  sciences.  About  37  percent  ol  all 
students  who  later  go  into  medicine,  veterinary  medicine,  and  dentistry 
get  their  first  degrees  at  land-grant  institutions.  At  the  doctor’s 
degree  level  of  professional  training  these  institutions  graduate  93  per¬ 
cent  of  all  so  trained  in  the  United  States. 

Thirty  percent  of  all  those  who  get  master’s  degrees  in  mathematics 
in  the  United  States — the  level  required  for  secondary  school  teach¬ 
ing — get  these  degrees  at  land-grant  institutions ;  while  at  the  doctoral 
level  required  for  high  level  research  and  college  teaching  the  figure 
is  more  than  39  percent.  In  the  related  field  of  statistics,  the  land- 
grant  institutions  grant  48  percent  of  all  first  degrees  and  nearly  60 
percent  of  all  doctoral  degrees. 

In  engineering,  41  percent  of  all  engineers  receiving  their  first 
degrees  in  the  United  States  come  from  land-grant  institutions;  while 
at  the  doctor’s  degree  level  the  figure  is  nearly  53  percent.  And  72 
percent  of  all  the  forestry  students  in  the  country  get  their  degrees  m 
the  land-grant  group.  .... 

In  the  basic  physical  sciences:  The  land-grant  institutions  give  42 
percent  of  all  doctoral  degrees  in  all  fields,  including  36  percent  of  all 
physicists,  40  percent  of  all  chemists,  and  73  percent  of  all  geologists. 

MILITARY  TRAINING 

There  is  another  teaching  area  in  which  the  land-grant  college 
system  is  of  great  importance — the  field  of  military  science  and  tactics. 
The  act  of  July  2,  1862,  requires  that  institutions  established  there¬ 
under  must  include  training  in  military  tactics.  Although  there  was 
no  formal  way  in  which  this  training  could  lead  to  formal  status  in 
the  Armed  Forces  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  National  Defense  Act 
of  1920  which  founded  the  ROTC  program,  the  records  show  that 
at  least  100,000  men  who  had  military  training  on  land-grant  insti¬ 
tutions  served  in  World  War  I,  and  that  30,000  of  them  became 
officers.  Between  World  War  I  and  World  War  II,  the  land-grant 
institutions  furnished  annually  from  50  to  70  percent  of  all  young 
men  receiving  commissions  via  the  Reserve  Officers  Training  Corps 
program.  General  Marshall  is  authority  for  the  statement  that 
mobilization  in  World  War  II  would  have  been  delayed  at  least  6 
months  without  the  availability  of  these  men.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower,  while  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army,  made  a  similar  observation. 
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Since  World  War  II  there  has  been  a  vast  expansion  of  the  number  of 
colleges  and  universities  offering  military  training:  but  the  land-grant 
institutions,  at  a  conservative  estimate,  still  furnish  substantially 
more  than  a  third  of  all  Regular  and  Reserve  officers  not  supplied  by 
the  military  academies. 

HEARINGS 

Hearings  were  held  on  two  identical  bills  (H.R.  10876  by  Air. 
Cooley,  reported  herewith,  and  H.R.  10974  by  Air.  Dixon)-  At 
hearings  spokesmen  for  the  American  Association  of  Land-Crant 
Colleges  and  State  Universities  and  general  farm  organizations  ap¬ 
peared  in  favor  of  the  bill.  In  addition ,  statements  or  communications 
in  favor  of  the  legislation  were  received  from  several  Members  of 
Congress  and  from  the  presidents  of  approximately  35  State  univer¬ 
sities.  There  were  no  witnesses  in  opposition  to  the  bill. 

DEPARTMENTAL  POSITION 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  made  no  recommendation  as  to 
the  enactment  of  the  bill,  pointing  out  in  its  letter  that  it  relates  to 
a  provision  of  law  administered  by  the  Department  oi  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare.  In  its  letter,  however,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  stated  that  "strengthening  the  resident  teaching  program  at 
the  land-grant  institutions  would  be  of  direct  benefit  to  this  Depart¬ 
ment”  and  that  "because  of  the  growing  complexity  and  increased 
dependence  on  science  and  technology  and  all  phases  of  agriculture, 
there  will  be  an  increased  demand  for  technically  trained  personnel. 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  took  a  position 
in  opposition  to  the  bill,  apparently  because  the  bill  does  not  make 
funds  available  to  all  institutions  of  higher  education.  At  the  same 
time  this  Department  states  in  its  report  that  "any  Federal  aid  to 
higher  education  should  be  pinpointed  toward  higher  priority  needs 
It  is  the  opinion  of  this  committee  that  the  bill  reported  herewith 

does  exactly  that.  , 

Following  are  the  texts  of  the  reports  from  the  Department  ot 
Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  'Welfare, 
on  this  legislation. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  23,  i960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of 
Alarch  4,  for  a  report  on  H.R.  10876,  a  bill  to  amend  section  22 
(relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and 
and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the 
authorized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land  grant 
institutions. 

This  Department  makes  no  recommendation  as  to  the  enactment 
of  this  bill  since  it  relates  to  a  provision  of  law  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  authorize  increased  appro¬ 
priations  in  the  form  of  grant  funds  for  resident  teaching  at  land  grant 
institutions.  It  would  also  authorize  the  University  of  Puerto  Rico 
to  participate  in  the  benefits  of  the  program  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
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States.  The  basic  legislation  would  not  be  modified  in  other  respects. 
Specific  conditions  contained  in  the  bill  are  as  follows:  (1)  Increases 
the  amount  to  be  equally  distributed  to  States  from  $1  million  each 
fiscal  year  to  $7,650,000;  and  (2)  Increases  the  amount  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  annually  on  the  basis  of  relative  population  from  $1,501,500 
each  fiscal  year  to  $4,300,000. 

While  we  have  no  information  as  to  the  need  for  larger  Federal 
grants,  strengthening  the  resident  teaching  program  at  the  land 
grant  institutions  would  be  of  direct  benefit  to  this  Department  by 
improving  the  quality  of  instruction  and  probably  by  increasing  the 
number  of  students  who  would  be  trained  in  agricultural  subjects. 
This,  of  course,  is  very  important  because  of  the  high  percentage  of 
employees  recruited  by  this  Department  from  these  institutions.  The 
need  for  more  persons  trained  in  agriculture  is  increasing.  Com¬ 
mercial  organizations  in  recent  years  have  expanded  their  recruitment 
programs  in  the  land  grant  institutions  and  this  had  made  it  increas¬ 
ingly  difficult  to  attract  agriculturally  trained  students  for  positions 
in  this  Department. 

Continuing  scientific  progress  in  all  areas  affecting  agriculture  will 
require  a  progressive  increase  in  the  number  of  technically  trained 
people  with  farm  and  agricultural  college  background.  Shortages  in 
the  biological  sciences  are  just  as  great  as  they  are  in  physics,  engineer¬ 
ing,  and  other  technical  fields.  Because  of  the  growing  complexity 
and  increased  dependence  on  science  and  technology  in  all  phases  of 
agriculture,  there  will  be  an  increasing  demand  for  technically  trained 
personnel  beyond  that  required  in  Federal,  State,  and  industrial 
research.  The  increasing  amount  of  basic  research  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  at  the  agricultural  experiment  station  also 
calls  for  more  specialized  training  on  the  graduate  level. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  will  comment  on  H.R.  10876  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
general  relationship  of  the  Federal  Government  to  institutions  of 
higher  learning. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

E.  L.  Peterson, 
Assistant  Secretary. 


Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 

May  28,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  of  Representatives ,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  March 
23,  1960,  for  a  report  on  H.R.  10876,  a  bill  to  amend  section  22  (relating 
to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts)  of  the  act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized 
appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions. 

This  bill  would  amend  section  22  (7  U.S.C.  329)  of  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended,  to  increase  the  authorization 
for  annual  appropriations  for  Federal  grants  to  the  States  for  the 
support  of  resident  teaching  in  land-grant  colleges  and  universities, 
and  to  include  Puerto  Rico  in  the  provisions  of  the  act.  The  existing 
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authorization  of  $1  million,  allotted  equally  among  the  States,  would 
be  increased  to  $7,650,000;  the  authorization  of  $1,501,500,  allotted 
on  the  basis  of  relative  State  population,  would  be  increased  to 
$4,300,000.  Thus  the  total  increase  in  authorized  annual  appropria¬ 
tions  for  these  purposes  would  be  $9,448,500. 

Annual  appropriations  for  a  grant  of  $50,000  to  each  State  to  be 
applied  to  instruction  in  land-grant  institutions  are  also  authorized 
by  the  second  (1890)  Morrill  Act,  as  amended.  Puerto  Rico  is 
eligible  to  receive  these  grants.  The  funds  made  available  under  the 
Bankhead- Jones  and  the  second  Morrill  Acts  may  be  used  only  for 
“instruction  in  agriculture,  the  mechanic  arts,  the  English  language 
and  in  the  various  branches  of  mathematical,  physical,  natural,  and 
economic  science,  *  *  *  and  to  facilities  for  such  instruction.”  The 
appropriations  authorized  under  both  acts  for  these  purposes  total 
$5,051,500.  The  proposed  increase  in  the  section  22  authorization 
would  ’  increase  the  total  authorization  of  appropriations  for  this 
purpose  by  approximately  140  percent.  _  . 

We  are,  of  course,  fully  aware  of  the  mmieasureable  contribution 
which  our  land-grant  institutions  have  made  and  are  making  to  the 
cause  of  higher  education  in  this  country.  However,  we  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  additional  Federal  appropriations  limited  to  this  particular 
group  of  institutions  can  be  justified  in  the  light  of  present  day  needs 
in  higher  education  and  in  the  light  of  the  contribution  that  many 
other  institutions  of  higher  education,  public  and  private,  can  make 
in  meeting  these  needs.  Any  Federal  aid  to  higher  education  should 
be  pinpointed  toward  high  priority  needs  and  should  be  made  available 
to  any  qualified  institution  of  higher  education  able  and  willing  to  do 
its  part  in  meeting  these  needs.  This  basic  principle  underlies  the 
National  Defense  Education  Act  and  all  legislative  proposals  which 
this  Administration  has  made  or  endorsed  in  aid  of  higher  education, 
including  its  pending  proposal  for  Federal  assistance  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  housing  and  academic  facilities  (H.R.  4267  and  H.R.  4415). 

For  these  reasons  we  are  unable  to  recommend  enactment  of 

H.R.  10876.  ,  .  .  ,  .  ..  , 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  it  perceives  no  objection  to 

the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Arthur  S.  Flemming, 

Secretary. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as  intro¬ 
duced,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 


Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  Amended  (7  U.S.C.  329) 

******* 

[§  329.  Additional  appropriation  for  agricultural  colleges. 

[In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete  endowment  and  support 
of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States  and  the  Territories  of  Alaska  and 
Hawaii  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  sections  301-305,  307  and  308  of  this 
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title,  there  arc  authorized  to  be  appropriated  annually,  out  of  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the  following 
amounts: 

[(a)  For  the  fiscal  year  beginning  after  June  29,  1935,  and  for  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter,  $1,000,000;  and 

[(b)  For  the  fiscal  year  following  the  first  fiscal  year  for  which  an 
appropriation  is  made  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
$500,000,  and  for  each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  thereafter  $500,000  more 
than  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  preceding  fiscal 
year,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  $1,501,500.  The  sums  appro¬ 
priated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid 
annually  to  the  several  States  and  the  Territories  of  Alaska  and  Hawaii 
in  equal  shares.  The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be  allotted  and  paid  annually 
to  each  of  the  several  States  and  the  Territories  of  Alaska  and  Hawaii 
in  the  proportion  which  the  total  population  of  each  such  State  and 
Territory  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States  and  the 
Territories  of  Alaska  and  Hawaii,  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding 
decennial  census.  Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section 
shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  or  authorized  under  sections 
301-305,  307  and  308  of  this  title,  and  shall  be  applied  only  for  the 
purposes  of  the  colleges  defined  in  such  sections.  The  provisions  of 
law  applicable  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums  under  sections  321-326 
and  328  of  this  title,  shall  apply  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums 
appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section.  (June  29,  1935,  oh.  338, 
§  22,  49  Stat.  439;  June  12,  1952,  eh.  419,  §§  1-4,  66  Stat.  135. )J 

Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete  endowment  and 
support  of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  entitled  to 
the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several 
States  and  Territories  which  may  provide  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  the  mechanic  arts,”  approved  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and 
supplemented  ( 7  U.S.C.  S01-328),  there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  annually,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  the  following  amounts: 

(a)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  ajter  the  date  o  f  enactment  of 
this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereajter,  $7 ,650,000;  and 

( b )  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  ajter  the  date  of  enactment  oj 
this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  therea  fter,  $j,300 ,000 . 

The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  oj  paragraph  (a)  shall  be  paid 
annually  to  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in  equal  shares.  The 
sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (6)  shall  be  in  addition 
to  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  ( a )  and  shall  be  allotted 
and  paid  annually  to  each  of  the  several  States  ami  Puerto  Rico  in  the 
proportion  to  which  the  total  population  oj  each  State  and  Puerto  Rico 
bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States  and.  Puerto  Rico  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  last  preceding  decennial  census.  Sums  appropriated  in 
pursuance  of  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  or 
authorized  under  such  Act  oj  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  and  shall  be  applied  only  j or  the  purposes  oj  the  colleges  defined 
in  such  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The  provisions  oj  law 
applicable  to  the  use  and  payment  oj  sums  under  the  Act  entitled  “An 
Act  to  apply  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  oj  the  public  lands  to  the  more 


SUPPORT  FOR  LAND  GRANT  COLLEGE  INSTRUCTION  11 

complete  endowment  and  support  of  the  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agr  i¬ 
culture  and  the  mechanic  arts  established  under  the  provisions  of  an  Act 
of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862,”  approved  August  30,  1890,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  shall  apply  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums 
appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section. 

o 
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H.  R.  10876 

[Report  No.  1854] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

March  3, 1960 

Mr.  Cooley  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture 

June  14, 1960 

Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

and  ordered  to  be  printed 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  sup¬ 
port  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of 
the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appro¬ 
priation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land  grant  insti¬ 
tutions. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa - 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assernbled, 

3  That  section  22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended 

4  (7  U.S.C.  329) ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete 

6  endowment  and  support  of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States 

7  and  Puerto  Rico  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled 

8  ‘An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several  States  and 

9  Territories  which  may  provide  colleges  for  the  benefit  of 


I 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


2 


agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts/  approved  July  2,  1862, 
as  amended  and  supplemented  (7  U.S.C.  301-328) ,  there 
are  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated  annually,  out  of 
any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the 
following  amounts : 

“  (a)  Tor  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
$7,650,000;  and 

“  (b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
$4,300,000. 

“The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a) 
shall  be  paid  annually  to  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico 
in  equal  shares.  The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 
paragraph  (b)  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  in 
pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  and  shall  be  allotted  and  paid 
annually  to  each  of  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in  the 
proportion  to  which  the  total  population  of  each  State  and 
Puerto  Rico  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States 
and  Puerto  Rico  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding  decen¬ 
nial  census.  Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this 
section  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  or 
authorized  under  such  Act  of  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  and  shall  be  applied  only  for  the  purposes  of 
the  colleges  defined  in  such  Act,  as  amended  and  supple- 
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1  mented.  The  provisions  of  law  applicable  to  the  use  and 

2  payments  of  sums  under  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  apply  a 

3  portion  of  the  proceeds  of  the  public  lands  to  the  more  com- 

4  plete  endowment  and  support  of  the  colleges  for  the  benefit 

5  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts  established  under  the 

6  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862/ 

7  approved  August  30,  1890,  as  amended  and  supplemented, 

8  shall  apply  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums  appropriated 

9  in  pursuance  of  this  section.” 
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)S;  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  approved  two  reports, 
{Land  Appraisal  Practices,  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Izona"  and  "Electric  Power  Contract  for  Yellowstone  National  Park."  p.  D557 

9.  APPROPRIATIONS ;  ITEM  VETO,  Rep,  Schwengel  spoke  in  support  of  legislation  to 
give  t^e  President  authority  to  veto  individual  items  in  appropriation/bills, 
and  reviewed  the  history  of  the  item  veto  as  it  has  been  used  in  the/various 
States.  \p.  11831-3 

SENATE 

10.  MILK;  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee/reported  with 
amendment  S.  2917v  to  modify  the  price  support  level  for  mi£k  and  butterfat 
(S.  Rept.  1592).  K  11705  ' 

COTTON;  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS;  LAND  GRANT  COLLEGES.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  the  following  bills: 
p.  D554 

R»  12115 f  fee  enfeend- the  present  minimum  national  marketing  quota  for  oxtra- 


long  staple  eofcton  to  the  1961  crop; 

R»  11646-i  with  amendment »  to  amend- the1  act  author! eing  the  Secretary  of 


■Agriculture  to  eoUcofc  and  publish  ofcatioties  of  the  grade  and  staple  length  of 

cotton  by  defining  certain  offenses  in  connection  with  the  campling  of  cotton — 

■elaooifloafcion  and  providing  a-  penalty  prevision; 


■S'." "3117,  to  treat  all  basic  agricultural  commodities  alike  with  respect  to 

■the  cost-  of  remeasuring  acreage  allotments;  and 

S.  3450,  relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agriculture 
and  mechanic  arts,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriations  for  resident 
teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions, 


fions  Commit  t\ 
aent  of  travel 
sent  to  edrtain 


reported  without  amendment 
transportation  costs  for 
Ltions  in  the  U.  S.  (S,  Rept. 


12,  PERSONNEL.  The  Government  Oj 
S.  3485,  to  provide  for  the 
persons  selected  for  appoinj 
-  1584).  pp.  11705 

The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  w£kh  amendment  H,  R.  766,  to 
amend  existing  laws  so  As  to  modify  the  strict  penarty  provision  in  title  5, 

U.  S.  Code,  for  the  use  of  Government -owned  vehicles  and  aircraft  for  other  than 
official  purposes  and  give  to  the  heads  of  departments \>r  agencies  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  fixing  jtne  disciplinary  action  in  any  given  ch^e  (S.  Rept.  1587). 

1  ,  p.  11705 

The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  an  Original  bill, 

S.  3672,  to  increase  the  salaries  of  Federal  classified  and  postal  employees 
(S.  Rept.  1590).  p.  11705 

The  Posjr  Office  and  Civil  Service  Ceosnittee  voted  to  report  did  not 

actually  ^deport)  H.  R.  7758,  to  improve  the  administration  of  ove^eas  activi¬ 
ties  of/the  Government  by  providing  for  the  establishment  of  a  coordinated  and 
uniform  system  for  more  effectively  compensating  Government  employees,  for  addi¬ 
tional  costs,  and  for  hardships  and  inconveniences,  incident  to  their forking 
assignments  in  overseas  areas  and  providing  for  uniformity  of  treatmentNfor  all 
rseas  employees  to  the  extent  justified  by  relative  conditions  of  employment; 
id  S.  3421,  relating  to  payment  of  death  benefits  under  the  Federal  Employ 
Group  Life  Insurance  Act.  p.  D555 


ies' 


ft.  FORESTRY.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  S,  J.  Res.  95,  providing  for  the  acceleration  of  the  reforests--^ 
tion  programs  of  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  Interior,  p.  D554 


\ 
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Sen.  Goldwater  commended  the  Forest  Service  on  their  work  in  creating 
v"a  very  unique  playground  out  of  land  that  was  of  little  value  to  either  the, 
itizenry  or  the  Faxest  Service"  and  suggested  that  similar  programs  through¬ 
out  the  U.  S.  would  be  of  value,  pp.  11712-3 

14.  WATERSHEDS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Com¬ 

mittee  \approved  the  following  watershed  projects:  Caney  Creek,  Ky. ; /Chippewa 
Creek,  oiu.o;  Ischua  Creek,  N.  Y«;  Mill  Creek,  Pa,;  North  Broad  River,  Ga. ; 

North  Forl\of  Little  River,  Ky, ;  and  West  Fork,  Clarks  River,  Ky./  p.  D554 

15.  WILDLIFE;  CHE&^CAL  PESTICIDES,  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee 

voted  to  reporKwith  amendment  (but  did  not  actually  report)  i>.  3473,  requiring 
consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  appropriate  State  agencies 
prior  to  instituting  programs  using  chemical  pesticides  in/' biological  control. 
The  "Daily  Digest"  spates  that  this  bill  was  amended  by  fcne  substitution  of  the 
language  of  H.  R.  124^9,  a  similar  bill  which  has  beenyreported  by  the  House, 

’  p.  D555 


16.  DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Begat 
11998,  but  deferred  final  consideration  until  to< 


debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R. 
ty,  June  16,  pp.  11784-5 


17.  GENERAL  GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  APPRfctPRIATION  BILL, /1961.  A  subcommittee  of  the 

Appropriations  Committee  voted  report  with  amendments  to  the  full  committee 
this  bill,  H.  R.  11389.  p.  D554 


18.  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BIL1 
tions  Committee  voted  to  report  with 
bill,  H.  R.  11776.  p.  D554 


>61.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropria- 
aendments  to  the  full  committee  this 


19.  TRANSPORTATION,  The  Interstate  an f  Foreign^Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report 
with  amendment  (but  did  not  actually  report j\S.  3228,  relating  to  issuance  of 
certificates  of  convenience  aryo  necessity  by  the  ICC  to  certain  common  carriers 
by  motor  vehicle.  p.  D555 

The  Banking  and  Currency/Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  3278,  to  amend 
the  Housing  Act  of  1954  tar  assist  State  and  local  governments  and  their  instru¬ 
mentalities  in  improving/mass  transportation  service^  in  metropolitan  areas 
(S.  Rept.  1591).  p.  1*705 


20.  BOTANICAL  GARDEN, 
to  authorize  the 
gate  the  desiraty 
garden  in  Hawai 


Tbfe  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  2919, 
scretary  of  the  Smithsonian  Inst itut ion  \o  study  and  invest i- 
ity  and  feasibility  of  establishing  a  national  tropical  botanic 
(S.  Rept.  1589).  p.  11705 


21.  INFORMATION;  /PUBLICATIONS.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without 
amendment  £.  3579,  to  authorize  agencies  of  the  Government  of  the  \(.  S.  to  pay 
in  advance  for  required  publications  (S.  Rept.  1583).  p.  11705 

Rec^/ved  a  report  by  the  Comptroller  General  "Refusals  to  the  Gend^al  Account¬ 
ing  OJ 

(S.  /oc.  108).  p.  11707 


:ice  of  Access  to  Records  of  the  Executive  Departments  and  Agencies" 


''.2,  CONTRACTS;  PURCHASING.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  with  amhnd- 
aent  S.  3487,  to  amend  the  "Anti-Kickback  Statute"  to  extend  it  to  all  negotiated 
contracts  (S.  Rept.  1585).  p.  11705 

#3,  LANDS.  Received  from  the  Defense  Department  proposed  legislation  to  provide  for 
the  withdrawal  from  the  public  domain  of  lands  in  the  Ladd-Eielson,  Big  Delta, 
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Development  Loan  Fund.\l4 

Economics. . . . . . . 
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arm  loans. .......... .1,22 

...arm  program, ..........  e  26 

Flood  control ...........  14 

Foreign  affairs . ...27 

Foreign  aid . .  14 
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Housing . . .1,9, 20 

Interest  rates... . 26 
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Ocean  freight ..... .y;, ..  14 
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Purchasing/^ . \  ....  .31 


Reclamation. ...... ......  12 

Ryukyu  Islands. .........  14 

Small  business. ..... .29, 31 

Sugar. 26 
Surplus  commodities. ....  14 

Technical  cooperation. ,. 14 

Water  resources . ,.14 

Watersheds . .21 

Wildlife . * . . .  7 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  housine/Sill  which  includes  continuation  of  farm-housing 
loans  provision.  Senate  committal  reported  bills  X)  continue  extra  long  staple 
cotton  quota  and  to  provide  for/cidvance  consultatiorrswith  Interior  regarding  pesti- 
ide  use.  House  committee  voted  to  introduce  clean  biSLl  on  amendments  to  Public  Law 
480.  House  debated  mutual  security  appropriation  bill.X  Rep.  Marshall  criticized 
program  for  export  of  nonfat  dry  milk.  House  committee  Xjted  to  report  bill  to 
increase  minimum  wage  level. 


SENATE 

X.  HOUSING;  FARM/LOANS.  Passed,  64-16,  with  amendments  S.  3670,  tlX  housing  bill 
(pp,  11999 y  12001-033).  Agreed  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Capehart  ^(concurred  in 
by  Sen.  Sparkman)  which  "would  extend  the  farm  housing  loan  section,  to  June  30, 
1963 ,  bun  would  eliminate  the  ^>50  million  in  the  bill,  which  I  thinkN^e  have 
discov^ed,  since  the  bill  was  written,  is  not  particularly  needed  fok  the  next 
yeary  (p.  12013). 

2.  DEMISE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.' 

L1998.  pp.  11928-38,  11943-88,.  11990-1 

COTTON,  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R. 
H646,  to  amend  the  act  authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  collect  and 
publish  statistics  of  the  grade  and  staple  length  of  cotton,  by  defining  certain 
offenses  in  connection  with  the  sampling  of  cotton  for  classification  and 
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providing  a  penalty  provision  (S.  Rept.  1595) •  p.  11894 


2 


EDUCATION.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

S.  3450,  to  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges 
of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase 
the  appropriation  authorization  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant 
institutions  (S»  Rept.  1596).  p.  11894 

5.  FOREST  LANDS.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  3665,  to\authorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  grant  an  easement  ove^  . 
certain  lands\to  the  trustees  of  the  Cincinnati  Southern  Railway  (S.  Rept.  1597). 
p.  11894 

MARKETING  QUOTAS.  , 

6.  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS)/  The  Agriculture  ani  Forestry  Committee  Reported  with  amend¬ 

ment  S.  3117,  toStreat  all  basic  agricultural  commodities  alike  with  respect 

to  the  cost  of  remeasuring  acreage  (S.  Rept.  1598).  /  .  . 

The  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  12^4.5,  to  extend  the  minimum 
national  marketing  quotayfor  extra  long  staple  cottoyto  the  1961  crop  (.S.  ep  , 
1599).  p.  11894 

7.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE;  PESTICIDE3\  The  Interstate  arar Commerce  Committee  reported 

with  amendments  S.  3473,  to  piWide  for  advanca/consultation  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  with  StateNwildlife  agencies  before  the  beginning  at  any 
Federal  program  involving  the  use\of  pesticides  or  other  chemicals  designed  lor 
mass  biological  controls  (S.  Rept.\l601).  A>»  11894 

8.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with 

amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  12232  (S.^s^t.  I606).  p.  11894 

9.  HOUSING;  METROPOLITAN  AFFAIRS.  The .^ankinAand  Currency  Committee  reported  with 

amendment  S.  3292,  to  provide  for/tbe  establishment  of  a  Department  of  Housing 
and  Metropolitan  Affairs  (S.  Repo.  1607).  p«\ll894 

10.  PERSONNEL.  /r^Jfivecf  sfrom  the/Commerce  Department  a  proposed  bill  to  authorize 

an  additional  Assistant  Secretary  of  Commerce;  t\lnterstate  and  Foreign  Com¬ 
merce  Committees,  pp .11899,  11891 

11.  PUBLIC  LANDS  Subcommittee  of  the  Interior  and  Insular\ffairs  Committee  approved 

for  full  committee  consideration  S.  J.  Res.  95,  to  accurate  reforestation 
programs;  H.  R.  9142,  to  pay  for  lands  heretofore  conveyed  to  the  U.  S.  as  a 
basis  for  lieu  selections;  H.  R.  8740,  to  provide  for  leasing  oil  and  gas 
interests  in  certain  U.  S.  lands  to  Texas;  S.  2806,  to  rev^e  Coronado  Memorial 
boundaries;  S./2959,  to  clarify  State  rights  to  select  certain  public  lands 
subject  to  any  outstanding  mineral  lease  or  permit;  and  S.  3434,  to  lacinwaue 
Alaska’s  selection  of  certain  public  lands,  p.  D56l 

22,  RECLMATIQtf;  Sen.  Young,  N.  Dak.,  inserted  a  Reclamation  Associatio\statement 
criticizing  some  reclamation  policies,  pp.  11926—7 


13.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  H.  R.  9883,  the  Federal  pay  bill,  was  made  the 
business  (p.  12038). 
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SUPPORT  FOR  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGE  INSTRUCTION 


June  16,  1960. — Ordered  to  be  printed 

_ 


.  Mr.  Ellender,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 

submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  3450] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  3450)  to  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and 
support  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  act  of 
June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation  for  resident 
teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions,  having  considered  the  same, 
report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do  pass  without  amend¬ 
ment. 

This  bill  is  identical  to  H.R.  10876  which  was  reported  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Agriculture  on  June  14,  1960.  Hearings  on  this  bill 
were  held  by  the  House  committee  on  May  16  and  24,  1960. 

The  report  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture  explaining  fully 
the  purpose  of  the  bill,  the  use  of  the  funds,  and  the  importance  of 
|  land-grant  colleges  in  the  educational  field  is  attached. 

[H.  Rept.  1854,  86th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill  (H.R. 
10876)  to  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support 
of  colleges  of  agricultural  and  mechanical  arts)  of  the  act  of  June  29, 
1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching 
grants  to  land-grant  institutions,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  without  amendment  and  recommend  that  the  bill 
do  pass. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  BILL 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  very  simple.  To  restore  the  level  of 
support  by  the  Federal  Government  of  teaching  in  the  national  system 
of  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  to  the  level  authorized  by 
Congress  in  1935.  These  colleges  and  universities  were  founded  by 
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SUPPORT  FOR  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGE  INSTRUCTION 


Federal  action  and  have  for  nearly  a  century  carried  on  national  i 
functions  while  under  the  control  and  direction  of  duly  established 
State  authorities.  The  land-grant  institutions  have  received  direct  ; 
Federal  appropriations  for  teaching  purposes  since  the  passage  of 
the  second  Morrill  Act  in  1890.  These  funds  have  not  been  increased 
since  1935,  although  there  is  general  agreement  among  all  college  and 
university  officials  that  funds  for  faculty  salaries  are  the  most  critical 
need  of  our  colleges  and  universities  at  the  present  time.  What  this 
bill  proposes  is  an  increase  in  these  teaching  funds  simply  to  bring 
them  up  to  the  same  standard,  in  terms  of  the  formula  on  which  they  [ 
were  appropriated  in  1935,  as  they  were  25  years  ago.  This  would 
still  leave  the  proportion  of  Federal  funds  compared  to  the  amount 
appropriated  by  the  States,  far  less  than  it  was  25  years  ago. 

The  additional  funds  authorized  by  this  bill  to  be  appropriated 
could  be  used  only  for  teaching  purposes  and  only  in  the  subjects 
authorized  by  the  original  land-grant  college  act. 

HISTORY  OF  THE  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 

The  national  system  of  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  was 
established  by  the  passage  of  the  first  Morrill  Act  in  1862.  Under  this 
act  each  State  was  offered  grants  of  Federal  land  proportionate  to  its 
membership  in  Congress,  the  land  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  invested 
as  a  permanent  endowment  fund  with  the  income  going  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  teaching  in  at  least  one  college  in  each  State.  The  use  of  this 
money  for  the  construction,  maintenance  or  repair  of  buildings  was 
prohibited.  This  college  was  to  emphasize  “agriculture,  the  mechanic 
arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto”  and  to  include  military  tactics 
in  its  course  offerings.  The  act  provided  that  “other  scientific  and 
classical  subjects  should  not  be  excluded”  and  said  that  the  great 
objective  was  the  “liberal  and  practical  education  of  the  indus trial 
classes  in  the  several  pursuits  and  professions  of  life.” 

It  was  apparently  the  intention  of  the  Congress  at  the  time  of  the 
passage  of  the  first  Morrill  Act  that  the  income  from  the  national 
endowment  would  fully  support  instruction  in  these  colleges.  The 
States  were  required  to  furnish  the  buildings  and  equipment,  or  see 
that  they  were  furnished.  Control  over  the  methods  of  instruction, 
etc.,  was  reserved  entirely  to  the  States. 

As  time  passed  it  became  clear  that  the  income  from  the  land 
endowment  would  not  support  the  instructional  program  of  the  colleges 
if  they  were  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  young  people  of  their  States  and 
of  the  Nation.  Thus  State  support  for  instruction,  as  well  as  for 
buildings  and  equipment,  became  an  increasingly  important  factor. 

In  1890  the  Congress  recognized  that  Federal  instructional  support 
from  the  land-endowment  investment  was  far  short  of  what  had  been 
contemplated,  and  passed  the  second  Morrill  Act,  providing  direct 
annual  grants  to  the  colleges  for  instruction  in  “agriculture,  the 
mechanic  arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto.  This  act  was  passed 
unanimously  in  both  Houses  of  Congress.  In  1907  it  was  amended 
and  increased,  and  constitutes  a  permanent  appropriation  act  in  the 
amount  of  $2,550,000,  representing  $50,000  to  each  State  and  Puerto 
Rico  for  use  in  supporting  instruction  in  the  land-grant  institutions 
of  those  States. 
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In  1935,  the  Congress  included  in  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act,  as 
authored  by  this  committee,  a  provision  which  granted  an  additional 
$20,000  to  each  State  for  teaching  purposes  in  its  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions,  and  an  additional  amount  which  is  distributed  to  each  State  on 
the  basis  of  population.  The  total  of  funds  authorized  under  this 
title  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  is  now  $2,501,500,  of  which  $1  million 
is  distributed  on  the  basis  of  $20,000  to  each  of  the  50  States;  and  the 
remainder  on  a  population  basis.  Puerto  Rico  is  not  included  in  this 
act,  but  would  be  included  as  the  act  is  amended  by  this  bill. 

BASIS  OF  INCREASED  AUTHORIZATION 

Since  1935  the  population  of  the  United  States,  upon  which  part 
of  the  appointment  of  land-grant  funds  is  based,  has  increased  40 
percent.  Also,  since  1935  we  have  had  an  inflation  of  100  percent. 
The  present  total  of  annual  appropriations  to  land-grant  institutions 
for  teaching  purposes  from  the  Morrill  Act  of  1890,  as  amended,  and 
the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  of  1935  is  $5,051,500.  The  bill  would 
increase  that  amount  by  applying  the  40-percent  population  increase 
factor  and  the  100-percent  inflationary  factor  to  this  1935  level  of 
appropriation.  In  addition,  authorization  would  be  added  to  permit 
Puerto  Rico  to  participate  on  an  equal  basis  with  institutions  in  other 
States.  The  second  Morrill  Act  of  1890  is  in  the  nature  of  a  perma¬ 
nent  appropriation.  Therefore,  this  bill  amends  only  the  Bankhead- 
Jones  Act  merely  increasing  the  authorization  for  this  purpose,  leaving 
the  actual  appropriation  to  be  made  in  the  usual  manner  through 
annual  appropriation  acts. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  is  a  modest  proposal.  Had  it 
used  as  a  basis  for  the  increase  the  increase  in  enrollment  in  land-grant 
institutions  since  1935,  which  was  suggested  to  the  committee  as 
being  equitable,  the  increase  in  authorized  appropriations  would 
have  been  several  times  as  large.  Enrollments  in  the  land-grant 
institutions  were  about  190,000  in  1935.  Of  these  only  15,000  were 
in  the  advanced  and  highly  expensive  and  important  category  of 
graduate  students.  Currently  the  enrollments  are  approximately 
650,000,  of  which  75,000  are  graduate  students.  Thus,  there  is  an 
increase  of  340  percent  in  total  enrollment  and  an  increase  of  500 
percent  in  graduate  enrollment  in  these  land-grant  institutions.  Thus, 
on  the  basis  of  the  job  the  land-grant  institutions  are  doing  today,  as 
compared  to  1935,  an  increase  in  Federal  participation  of  at  least 
$30  million  would  have  been  justified. 

USE  OF  FUNDS 

Land-grant  teaching  funds  are  available  for  support  of  instruction 
in  a  wide  range  of  basic  and  applied  subjects  related  to  agriculture  and 
engineering.  The  limitation  placed  on  their  use  by  the  statutes  is 
that  they  be  expended  for  teaching  and  that  this  teaching  be  in 
“agriculture,  the  mechanic  arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto.”  The 
interpretation  of  this  language  has  been  broad,  as  Congress  clearly 
intended  it  to  be,  and  has  permitted  support  of  instruction  in  the 
land-grant  colleges  in  accordance  with  the  changing  scientific  and 
technical  needs  of  our  society.  Thus  instruction  is  supported  in  the 
basic  fields  of  physical  science  such  as  chemistry,  physics,  and  metal- 
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liirgy,  as  well  as  in  all  the  fields  of  engineering  which  are  based  on  the 
application  of  these  subjects.  The  funds  may  be  used  in  botany, 
zoology,  bacteriology,  and  entomology — the  sciences  basic  to  agri¬ 
culture,  as  well  as  in  the  applied  fields  of  agriculture  itself.  They 
may  be  used  for  mathematics,  essential  in  all  scientific  fields,  and  for 
basic  instruction  in  English.  They  may  also  be  used  for  support  of 
the  important  and  growing  field  of  veterinary  medicine,  so  basic  both 
to  human  and  animal  health. 

The  following  table  shows  the  uses  to  which  these  funds  were  put 
in  the  fiscal  year  1959. 


Expenditures  of  Morrill- Nets  on  and  Bankhead- Jones  fund*,  by  field,  year  ended  June  SO,  1959  ( from  Federal  funds  appropriated  for  instruction 

at  land-grant  colleges  and  universities) 
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1  Includes  expenditures  for  the  2  land-grant  institutions  in  this  State.  Source:  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Office  of  Education,  Apr.  26, 

2  Includes  expenditures  for  facilities.  1960. 
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IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  LAND-GRANT  INSTITUTIONS 

The  68  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  constitute  fewer  than 
5  percent  of  all  the  institutitions  of  higher  education  of  all  kinds  in  the 
United  States,  and  they  enroll  more  than  21  percent  of  all  the  students 
in  4-year  colleges  and  universities.  But  their  significance  is  out  of  all 
proportion  to  their  enrollment.  They  train  100  percent  of  all  those 
who  receive  doctor’s  degrees  in  agriculture  and  more  than  80  percent 
of  all  those  getting  bachelor’s  degrees. 

In  the  basic  biological  sciences,  they  grant  56  percent  of  all  doctor’s 
degrees — the  level  of  training  required  for  research,  and  over  50  per¬ 
cent  at  the  master’s  degree  level,  required  for  secondary  teaching  in 
this  important  field.  Ninety-five  percent  of  all  entomologistis  in  this 
country,  the  men  and  women  who  deal  with  our  insect  pests,  get  their 
first  degrees  at  land-grant  institutions,  as  do  55  percent  of  all  people 
who  start  out  in  bacteriology  and  its  related  fields  so  essential  in  both 
agriculture  and  in  the  health  sciences.  About  37  percent  of  all 
students  who  later  go  into  medicine,  veterinary  medicine,  and  dentistry 
get  their  first  degrees  at  land-grant  institutions.  At  the  doctor’s 
degree  level  of  professional  training  these  institutions  graduate  93  per¬ 
cent  of  all  so  trained  in  the  United  States. 

Thirty  percent  of  all  those  who  get  master’s  degrees  in  mathematics 
in  the  United  States- — the  level  required  for  secondary  school  teach¬ 
ing — get  these  degrees  at  land-grant  institutions;  while  at  the  doctoral 
level  required  for  high  level  research  and  college  teaching  the  figure 
is  more  than  39  percent.  In  the  related  field  of  statistics,  the  land- 
grant  institutions  grant  48  percent  of  all  first  degrees  and  nearly  60 
percent  of  all  doctoral  degrees. 

In  engineering,  41  percent  of  all  engineers  receiving  their  first 
degrees  in  the  United  States  come  from  land-grant  institutions;  while 
at  the  doctor’s  degree  level  the  figure  is  nearly  53  percent.  And  72 
percent  of  all  the  forestry  students  in  the  country  get  their  degrees  in 
the  land-grant  group. 

In  the  basic  physical  sciences:  The  land-grant  institutions  give  42 
percent  of  all  doctoral  degrees  in  all  fields,  including  36  percent  of  all 
physicists,  40  percent  of  all  chemists,  and  73  percent  of  all  geologists. 

MILITARY  TRAINING 

There  is  another  teaching  area  in  which  the  land-grant  college 
system  is  of  great  importance — the  field  of  military  science  and  tactics. 
The  act  of  July  2,  1862,  requires  that  institutions  established  there¬ 
under  must  include  training  in  military  tactics.  Although  there  was 
no  formal  way  in  which  this  training  could  lead  to  formal  status  in 
the  Armed  Forces  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  National  Defense  Act 
of  1920  which  founded  the  ROTC  program,  the  records  show  that 
at  least  100,000  men  who  had  military  training  on  land-grant  insti¬ 
tutions  served  in  World  War  I,  and  that  30,000  of  them  became 
officers.  Between  World  War  I  and  World  War  II,  the  land-grant 
institutions  furnished  annually  from  50  to  70  percent  of  all  young 
men  receiving  commissions  via  the  Reserve  Officers  Training  Corps 
program.  General  Marshall  is  authority  for  the  statement  that 
mobilization  in  World  War  II  would  have  been  delayed  at  least  6 
months  without  the  availability  of  these  men.  President  Eisen¬ 
hower,  while  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army,  made  a  similar  observation. 
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Since  World  War  II  there  has  been  a  vast  expansion  of  the  number  of 
colleges  and  universities  offering  military  training:  but  the  land-grant 
institutions,  at  a  conservative  estimate,  still  furnish  substantially 
more  than  a  third  of  all  Regular  and  Reserve  officers  not  supplied  by 
the  military  academies. 

HEARINGS 

Hearings  were  held  on  two  identical  bills  (H.R.  10876  by  Mr. 
Cooley,  reported  herewith,  and  H.R.  10974  by  Mr.  Dixon).  At  the 
hearings  spokesmen  for  the  American  Association  of  Land-Grant 
Colleges  and  State  Universities  and  general  farm  organizations  ap¬ 
peared  in  favor  of  the  bill.  In  addition,  statements  or  communications 
in  favor  of  the  legislation  were  received  from  several  Members  of 
Congress  and  from  the  presidents  of  approximately  35  State  univer¬ 
sities.  There  were  no  witnesses  in  opposition  to  the  bill. 

DEPARTMENTAL  POSITION 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  made  no  recommendation  as  to 
the  enactment  of  the  bill,  pointing  out  in  its  letter  that  it  relates  to 
a  provision  of  law  administered  by  the  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare.  In  its  letter,  however,  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  stated  that  “strengthening  the  resident  teaching  program  at 
the  land-grant  institutions  would  be  of  direct  benefit  to  this  Depart¬ 
ment”  and  that  “because  of  the  growing  complexity  and  increased 
dependence  on  science  and  technology  and  all  phases  of  agriculture, 
there  will  be  an  increased  demand  for  technically  trained  personnel.” 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  took  a  position 
in  opposition  to  the  bill,  apparently  because  the  bill  does  not  make 
funds  available  to  all  institutions  of  higher  education.  At  the  same 
time  this  Department  states  in  its  report  that  “any  Federal  aid  to 
higher  education  should  be  pinpointed  toward  higher  priority  needs.” 
It  is  the  opinion  of  this  committee  that  the  bill  reported  herewith 
does  exactly  that. 

Following  are  the  texts  of  the  reports  from  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 
on  this  legislation. 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  23,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture, 

House  oj  Representatives . 

Dear  Congressman  Cooley:  This  is  in  reply  to  your  request  of 
March  4,  for  a  report  on  H.R.  10876,  a  bill  to  amend  section  22 
(relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and 
the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  author¬ 
ized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions. 

This  Department  makes  no  recommendation  as  to  the  enactment 
of  this  bill  since  it  relates  to  a  provision  of  law  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare. 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  authorize  increased  appro¬ 
priations  in  the  form  of  grant  funds  for  resident  teaching  at  land  grant 
institutions.  It  would  also  authorize  the  University  of  Puerto  Rico 
to  participate  in  the  benefits  of  the  program  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
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States.  The  basic  legislation  would  not  be  modified  in  other  respects. 
Specific  conditions  contained  in  the  bill  are  as  follows:  (1)  Increases 
the  amount  to  be  equally  distributed  to  States  from  $1  million  each 
fiscal  year  to  $7,650,000;  and  (2)  Increases  the  amount  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  annually  on  the  basis  of  relative  population  from  $1,501,500 
each  fiscal  year  to  $4,300,000. 

While  we  have  no  information  as  to  the  need  for  larger  Federal 
grants,  strengthening  the  resident  teaching  program  at  the  land 
grant  institutions  would  be  of  direct  benefit  to  this  Department  by 
improving  the  quality  of  instruction  and  probably  by  increasing  the 
number  of  students  who  would  be  trained  in  agricultural  subjects. 
This,  of  course,  is  very  important  because  of  the  high  percentage  of 
employees  recruited  by  this  Department  from  these  institutions.  The 
need  for  more  persons  trained  in  agriculture  is  increasing.  Com¬ 
mercial  organizations  in  recent  years  have  expanded  their  recruitment 
programs  in  the  land  grant  institutions  and  this  had  made  it  increas¬ 
ingly  difficult  to  attract  agriculturally  trained  students  for  positions 
in  this  Department. 

Continuing  scientific  progress  in  all  areas  affecting  agriculture  will 
require  a  progressive  increase  in  the  number  of  tecUnically  trained 
people  with  farm  and  agricultural  college  background.  Shortages  in 
the  biological  sciences  are  just  as  great  as  they  are  in  physics,  engineer¬ 
ing,  and  other  technical  fields.  Because  of  the  growing  complexity 
and  increased  dependence  on  science  and  technology  in  all  phases  of 
agriculture,  there  will  be  an  increasing  demand  for  technically  trained 
personnel  beyond  that  required  in  Federal,  State,  and  industrial 
research.  The  increasing  amount  of  basic  research  in  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  at  the  agricultural  experiment  station  also 
calls  for  more  specialized  training  on  the  graduate  level. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Department  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare  will  comment  on  H.R.  10876  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
general  relationship  of  the  Federal  Government  to  institutions  of 
higher  learning. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  is  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 


E.  L.  Peterson, 
Assistant  Secretary. 


Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare, 

May  23,  1960. 

Hon.  Harold  D.  Cooley, 

[  Chairman,  Committee  on  Agriculture , 

House  oj  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  March 
23,  1960,  for  a  report  on  H.R.  10876,  a  bill  to  amend  section  22  (relating 
I  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
I  mechanic  arts)  of  the  act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized 
appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions. 
This  bill  would  amend  section  22  (7  U.S.C.  329)  of  the  Banldiead- 
’  Jones  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended,  to  increase  the  authorization 
for  annual  appropriations  for  Federal  grants  to  the  States  for  the 
support  of  resident  teaching  in  land-grant  colleges  and  universities, 
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and  to  include  Puerto  Rico  in  the  provisions  of  the  act.  The  existing 
authorization  of  $1  million,  allotted  equally  among  the  States,  would 
be  increased  to  $7,650,000;  the  authorization  of  $1,501,500,  allotted 
on  the  basis  of  relative  State  population,  would  be  increased  to 
$4,300,000.  Thus  the  total  increase  in  authorized  annual  appropria¬ 
tions  for  these  purposes  would  be  $9,448,500. 

Annual  appropriations  for  a  grant  of  $50,000  to  each  State  to  be 
applied  to  instruction  in  land-grant  institutions  are  also  authorized 
by  the  second  (1890)  Morrill  Act,  as  amended.  Puerto  Rico  is 
eligible  to  receive  these  grants.  The  funds  made  available  under  the 
Bankhead- Jones  and  the  second  Morrill  Acts  may  be  used  only  for 
“instruction  in  agriculture,  the  mechanic  arts,  the  English  language, 
and  in  the  various  branches  of  mathematical,  physical,  natural,  and 
economic  science,  *  *  *  and  to  facilities  tor  such  instruction.  The 
appropriations  authorized  under  both  acts  for  these  purposes  total 
$5,051,500.  The  proposed  increase  in  the  section  22  authorization 
would '  increase  the  total  authorization  of  appropriations  for  this 
purpose  by  approximately  140  percent  . 

We  are,  of  course,  fully  aware  of  the  immeasurable  contribution 
which  our  land-grant  institutions  have  made  and  are  making  to  the 
cause  of  higher  education  in  this  country.  However,  we  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  additional  Federal  appropriations  limited  to  this  particular 
group  of  institutions  can  be  justified  in  the  light  of  present-day  needs 
in  higher  education  and  in  the  light  of  the  contribution  that  many 
other  institutions  of  higher  education,  public  and  private,  can  make 
in  meeting  these  needs.  Any  Federal  aid  to  higher  education  should 
be  pinpointed  toward  high  priority  needs  and  should  be  made  available 
to  any  qualified  institution  of  higher  education  able  and  willing  to  do 
its  part  in  meeting  these  needs.  This  basic  principle  underlies  the 
National  Defense  Education  Act  and  all  legislative  proposals  which 
this  administration  has  made  or  endorsed  in  aid  of  higher  education, 
including  its  pending  proposal  for  Federal  assistance  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  housing  and  academic  facilities  (H.R.  4267  and  H.R.  4415). 

For  these  reasons  we  are  unable  to  recommend  enactment  of 
H.R. 10876. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  it  perceives  no  objection  to 
the  submission  of  this  report  to  your  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Arthur  S.  Flemming, 

Secretary. 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Kules  of  the  Senate,  changes  m  existing  law  made  bv  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italic,  existing  law 
in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman) : 

Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  Amended  (7  U.C.S.  329) 

******* 

[§  329.  Additional  appropriation  for  agricultural  colleges. 

[In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete  endowment  and  support 
of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States  and  the  Territories  of  Alaska  and 
Hawaii  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  sections  301-305,  307  and  308  of  this 
title,  there  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  annually,  out  of  any 

money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the  following 
r  amounts :  & 

[(a)  For  the  fiscal  year  beginning  after  June  29,  1935,  and  for  each 
fiscal  year  thereafter,  $1,000,000;  and 

[(b)  For  the  fiscal  year  following  the  first  fiscal  year  for  which  an 

S^nnat101!  F  madue  \n  Pursuai’ce  of  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
$500,000,  and  tor  each  of  the  two  fiscal  years  thereafter  $500,000  more 

than  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the  preceding  fiscal 
year,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter  $1,501 ,500.  The  sums  appro¬ 
priated  m  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  paid 
annually  to  the  several  States  and  the  Territories  of  Alaska  and  Hawaii 
in  equal  shares.  The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be  allotted  and  paid  annuallv 
to  each  of  the  several  States  and  the  Territories  of  Alaska  and  Hawaii 
m  the  proportion  which  the  total  population  of  each  such  State  and 
territory  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States  and  the 
territories  of  Alaska  and  Hawaii,  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding 
decennial  census.  Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section 
shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  or  authorized  under  sections 
301-305,  307  and  308  of  this  title,  and  shall  be  applied  only  for  the 
purposes  of  the  colleges  defined  in  such  sections.  The  provisions  of 
law  applicable  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums  under  sections  321-326 
and  328  of  this  title,  shall  apply  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums 
appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section.  (June  29  1935  eli  338 

2q’  49i^'aV  439J  June  12,  1952,  ch’  419’  §§  1_4>  66  Stat.  135.)] 
oec.  42.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete  endowment  and 
support  of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Pico  entitled  to 
the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several 
Mates  and  1  ermtones  which  may  provide  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  the  mechanic  arts,”  approved  July  2,  '1862,  as  amended  and 
supplemented  (7  U.S.C.  301-828),  there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  annually,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise 
appropriated,  the  following  amounts: 

(a)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act.,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $ 7,650,000 ;  and 

(b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $4,800,000. 


12  SUPPORT  FOR  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGE  INSTRUCTION 


The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  oj  paragraph  (a)  shall  be  paid 
annually  to  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  m  equal  ■ shares  The 

sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (6)  shall  be  m  addition 
to  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  and  shall  be  allotted 
and  paid  annually  to  each  of  the  several  States  and  /  uerto  Rico  m  the 
proportion  to  which  the  total  population  oj  each  State  and  I  uerto  Rico 
bears  to  the  total  population  oj  all  the  States  and  Puerto  Rico  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  last  preceding  decennial  census.  Sums  appropriated  m 
vursuance  oj  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  or 
authorized  under  such  Act  oj  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  and  shall  be  applied  only  j or  the  purposes  oj  the  colleges  defined 
in  such  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The  provisions  oj  law 
applicable  to  the  use  and  payment  oj  sums  under  the  Act  entitled  An 
Act  to  apply  a  portion  oj  the  proceeds  oj  the  public  lands  to  the  more 
complete  endowment  and  support  oj  the  colleges  for  the  benefit  oj  agri¬ 
culture  and  the  mechanic  arts  established  under  the  provisions  of  an  Act 
of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862,”  approved  August  80,  1890,  as  . 
amended  and  supplemented,  shall  apply  to  the  use  and  payment  oj  sums  | 
appropriated  in  pursuance  oj  this  section. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  1 658 

S.  3450 

[Report  No.  1596] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  29, 1960 

Mr.  Ellender  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice 
and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

June  16,  1960 

Reported  by  Mr.  Ellender,  without  amendment 


A  BILL 

To  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of 
colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  Act  of 
June  29,  1985,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation  for 
resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Reyresenta- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  section  22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended 

4  (7  U.S.C.  329),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete 

6  endowment  and  support  of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States 

7  and  Puerto  Pico  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled 

8  ‘An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several  States  and 

9  Territories  which  may  provide  colleges  for  the  benefit  of 
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agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts,’  approved  July  2,  1862, 
as  amended  and  supplemented  (7  U.S.C.  301-328) ,  there 
are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  annually,  out  of 
any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the 
following  amounts : 

“  (a)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
$7,650,000;  and 

“  (b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter, 
$4,300,000. 

“The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a) 
shall  be  paid  annually  to  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Pico 
in  equal  shares.  The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 
paragraph  (b)  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  in 
pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  and  shall  be  allotted  and  paid 
annually  to  each  of  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Pico  in  the 
proportion  to  which  the  total  population  of  each  State  and 
Puerto  Pico  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States 
and  Puerto  Pico  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding  decen¬ 
nial  census.  Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section 
shall  be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  or  authorized 
under  such  Act  of  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  and  shall  be  applied  only  for  the  purposes  of  the 
colleges  defined  in  such  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented. 
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1  The  provisions  of  law  applicable  to  the  use  and  payment  of 

2  sums  under  the  Act  entitled  'An  Act  to  apply  a  portion  of 

3  the  proceeds  of  the  public  lands  to  the  more  complete  endow- 

4  ment  and  support  of  the  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agricul- 

5  ture  and  the  mechanic  arts  established  under  the  provisions 

6  of  an  Act  of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862/  approved 

7  August  30,  1890,  as  amended  and  supplemented,  shall  apply 

8  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance 

9  of  this  section.” 
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easements,  or  rights-of-way  as  needed  in  connection  with  works  of  improvement! 
installed  with  Federal  assistance.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Presid^ht. 
12265 

POSTAL  RATES.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  4595,  to  clarify  and  make  unifoi 
tain\provisions  of  law  relating  to  special  postage  rates  for  educatioi 
tural\and  library  materials,  pp.  12265-6 


26.  TRANSPORTATION.  Passed  without  amendment  H,  R.  10840,  to  amend  PuMic  Law 

85-626  relating  to  dual  rate  contract  agreements.  This  bill  wiLT  now  be  sent 

to  the  President,  p.  12266 

Passed  overyat  the  request  of  Sen.  Kart,  S.  3278,  to  amend  the  Housing  Act 
of  1954,  to  assist  State  and  local  governments  and  their  puj/lic  instrumentali¬ 
ties  in  improving\mass  transportation  services  in  metropolitan  areas,  p.  12275 

27.  INFORMATION.  Passed  \*lthout  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  696  (id  lieu  of  S,  J.  Res. 

187)  ,  designating  September  1960  as  "National  Wool  Mctfrtfth."  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  President,,  p.  12267 

OCEANOGRAPHIC  RESEARCH.  Parsed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Hart,  S.  2692,  to 
advance  the  marine  sciencesXto  establish  a  comprehensive  ten-year  program  of 
oceanographic  research  and  sufcyeys;  and  to  expand  ocean  resources,  etc. 
p.  12267 


29.  MINERALS.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of 
Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  February  25,\192ji 


Prouty,  Hc  R.  10455,  to  amend  the 
12270 


30.  FOOD  ADDITIVES;  ADMINISTRATIVE  ORDERS/ \Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  7847,  to 
make  the  uniform  law  relating  to  the  recsnrd  on  review  of  agency  orders 
(Public  Law  85-791)  applicable  ta/the  judicial  review  of  orders  issued  under 
the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958/and  the  Fo^d  Additives  Amendment  of  1958, 

This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to ^he  President. \  P.  12272 


31,  DESERT  LANDS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11706,  to  authorize  an  extension 
of  time  of  final  proof  of/qualifications  of  certain  entrymen  under  the  desert 
land  laws.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  12272 


32.  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  Dossed  as  report  H.  R.  12052,  to  Extend  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act  of  1950/for  an  additional  2  years,  p.  122, 

33,  FARM  LOANS.  Pass/d  without  amendment  H.  R.  6456,  H.  R.  ^498^  an<*  ^529, 

to  exempt  certain  debts  owed  by  members  of  the  Crow  Creek  Srmix,  the  Standing 
Rock  Sioux,  ami  the  Lower  Brule  Sioux,  respectively,  to  the  tribes  and  to  the 
U.  S.  (including  certain  Farmers  Home  Administration  Loans)  from  being  treated 
as  an  offs/t  against  compensation  received  by  them  for  land  taketiin  connection 
with  the/construction  of  the  Fort  Randall  Dam  and  Reservoir  project.  These 
bills  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  12273 


ite 
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34.  CONTRACTS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  3487,  to  amend  the  "anti -Kickback  Stat 

to/extend  it  to  all  negotiated  contracts,  p.  12274 

35.  ;60VERNMENT  VEHICLES.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  766,  to  amend  existing  laws  s* 
to  modify  the  strict  penalty  provision  in  title  5  U.  S.  Code,  for  the  use  of 
Government -owned  vehicles  and  aircraft  for  other  than  official  purposes,  and 
to  give  to  the  heads  of  departments  or  agencies  the  discretion  of  fixing  the 
disciplinary  action  in  any  given  case.  p.  12275 


as 


-  6  - 


36\  BOTANIC  GARDEN.  Passed  as  reported  S,  2919,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the 
v Smithsonian  Institution  to  have  a  study  and  investigation  made  of  the  desira- 
Llity  and  feasibility  of  establishing  and  maintaining  a  national  tropical 
bdtanic  garden  in  Hawaii,  p,  12275  


37,  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES,  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Hart,  S.  3450,  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  mechanic  arts, 
to  increase  the  authorized  appropriations  for  resident  teaching  grants  to 
land-grant  institutions,  p,  12275 


38.  LAND  EASEMENT/  Passed  without  amendment  S,  3665,  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture\to  grant  an  easement  over  certain  lands  to  the  Trustees  of  the 
Cincinnati  Southern  Railway,  their  successors  and  assigns,  pp.  12275-6 


39.  LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  Passed  over,/ht  the  request  of 
Sen.  Hart,  this  bilk  H.  R.  12232.  p.  12277 


40.  HOUSING.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Sen.  Hart,  S/3292,  to  provide  for  the 
establishment  of  a  Department  of  Housing  and  Metropolitan  Affairs,  p.  12277 


41.  REPORTS.  Concurred  in  the  House  amendments  to  S/899,  to  provide  for  the  dis¬ 
continuance  of  certain  report^  now  required  by/law  (including  certain  reports 
relating  to  foot-and-mouth  disease,  experiment  stations,  and  extension  work 
of  this  Department).  This  bill\ill  now  be/sent  to  the  President,  pp.  12280-2 


42.  PUBLICATIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  3579,  to  authorize  agencies  of  the 
Government  of  the  U.  S.  to  pay  in  advice  for  required  publications,  pp. 
12273-4 


43.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Sen.  Proxmire  urged  consideration  of  his  bill  which  would  re¬ 
quire  the  Defense  Department  to  /*lear  all  substantial  contracts  with  the  Small 
Business  Administration  to  giv/ small  businesses  equal  opportunity  on  their 
contracts,  p.  12256 


44.  PUBLIC  DEBT;  TAXATION.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R./.2381,  to  extend  for  1  year 
the  public  debt  limit  ai yi  the  existing  corporate  nhrmal-tax  rate  and  certain 
excise-tax  rates,  pp. /12277,  12282-310,  12312-73 


45.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon./ June  20.  p.  12283 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


46.  PERSONNEL.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Roosevelt  favoring  pa/^increases  for 
Federal  employees,  p.  A5134 


47.  PUBLIC  WORKS,  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Weaver  inserting  a  report  to  the 

National  Rivers  and  Harbors  Congress  suggesting  various  water  resource  projects 
to  be/included  in  the  Government's  public  works  program,  pp.  A5141-. 


48.  GRAIN  STORAGE,  Rep.  Yates  inserted  an  article,  "Keeping  Grain  Storage  Ch^ts 
awn."  pp.  A5151-2 

Rep.  Yates  inserted  an  editorial  in  support  of  his  proposal  which  would/e- 
quire  maximum  utilization  of  Government-owned  storage,  pp.  A5167-8 


/49.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Teague  inserting  an  article  which 
states  that  "two  leaders  of  farmer  organizations  today  contended  Mexican 
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or  interest  in  land  with  respect  to  which  such 
application  was  filed  in  accordance  with  the 
applicable  provisions  of  the  Federal  Property 
oind  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949. 
\Sec.  3.  As  used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “for- 
iA  owner”  means  the  person  from  whom 
anyNland  or  interest  in  land  referred  to  in 
subsection  (a)  of  the  first  section  of  this 
Act  wail  acquired  by  the  United  States;  or  if 
any  sucil  person  is  deceased,  his  spouse;  or 
if  such  spouse  is  also  deceased,  one  or  more 
of  his  natural  or  adopted  children. 

Sec.  4.  No\pplication  shall  be  received  by 
the  Administrator  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  this  Act  afteC  one  year  from  the  date  of 
its  enactment.  \ 

The  amendment' was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  rbad  the  third  time, 
and  passed.  \ 


PENALTIES  FOR  USE  OF  GOVERN¬ 
MENT-OWNED  VEHICfcJCS  FOR 

OTHER  THAN  OFFICIAL  PURPOSES 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.R.  766)  to  amend  section  5\f  the 
act  of  July  16,  1914,  relating  to  penalties 
for  the  use  of  Government-owned  ve¬ 
hicles  for  other  than  official  purposes, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Government  Operations,  with 
an  amendment  on  page  1,  after  line  9, 
to  strike  out: 

Any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  who  willfully  uses  or  authorizes  the 
use  of  any  Government-owned  vehicle  or 
aircraft,  or  of  any  vehicle  or  aircraft  leased 
by  the  Government,  for  other  than  official 
purposes  or  otherwise  violates  the  provisions 
of  this  subsection  shall  be  subject  to  such 
disciplinary  action  as  the  head  of  the  de¬ 
partment  concerned  or  his  representative 
may  prescribe,  which  disciplinary  action 
may  include  removal  from  his  position,  if 
circumstances  warrant. 

And,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  insert: 

Any  officer  or  employee  of  the  Government 
who  willfully  uses  or  authorizes  the  use  of 
any  Government-owned  vehicle  or  aircraft, 
or  of  any  vehicle  or  aircraft  leased  by  the 
Government,  for  other  than  official  purposes 
or  otherwise  violates  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  suspended  from  duty  by 
the  head  of  the  department  concerned,  with-, 
out  compensation,  for  not  less  than  one 
month,  and  shall  be  suspended  for  a  longer 
period  or  summarily  removed  from  office  if 
circumstances  warrant.  / 

The  amendment  was  agreed  tfT 

The  amendment  was  ordered/o  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  road  a  third 
time.  / 

The  bill  was  read  the  Oiird  time  and 
passed.  / 


NATIONAL  TROPICAL  BOTANIC 
GARDEN 

The  Senate  prmieeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  2919)  tp  provide  that  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Snfithsonian  Institution  shall 
study  and /investigate  the  desirability 
and  feasibility  of  establishing  and  main¬ 
taining  ar  national  tropical  botanic  gar¬ 
den,  w/ich  had  been  reported  from  the 
Comnnttee  on  Public  Works,  with  an 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

/That  the  President  of  the  United  States 
Is  authorized  to  have  a  complete  study  and 
investigation  made  of  the  desirability  and 
feasibility  of  establishing  and  maintaining 
a  national  tropical  botanic  garden  to  be 


located  in  the  State  of  Hawaii  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  research  and  education  concerning 
tropical  flora,  and  for  the  instruction  and  rec¬ 
reation  of  the  people.  The  study  and  in¬ 
vestigation  may  be  made  by  such  depart¬ 
ments  or  agencies  as  the  President  may 
designate. 

Sec.  2.  There  shall  be  submitted  to  Con¬ 
gress,  within  one  year  after  funds  are  made 
available  to  conduct  the  study  and  investiga¬ 
tion  authorized  by  this  Act,  a  report  of  the 
findings  of  such  study  and  investigation,  to¬ 
gether  with  such  recommendations  as  are 
deemed  appropriate.  Such  report  shaU  con¬ 
tain,  but  shall  not  be  limited  to,  specific 
findings  with  respect  to  (1)  which  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  of  the  Federal  Government 
would  be  best  suited  to  establish  and  main¬ 
tain  the  botanic  garden  referred  to  in  the 
first  section  of  this  Act,  and  (2)  the  esti¬ 
mated  cost  to  the  United  States  of  establish¬ 
ing  and  maintaining  such  a  botanic  garden. 

Sec.  3.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums,  not  to  exceed  $5,000 
as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Act. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed, 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  timy; 
and  passed.  / 

The  title  was  amended,  so  as  to  r/ad: 
“A  bill  providing  for  a  study  and  investi- 
'eation  of  the  desirability  and  feasibility 
ol  establishing  and  maintaini/g  a  na¬ 
tional  tropical  botanic  garden/’ 


VBILLS  PASSED /OVER 

The  biM  (S.  3672)  Wad  just  the  rates 
of  basic  compensation  of  certain  officers 
and  employees  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  fok  ott^er  purposes,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  nexkjn  order. 

Mr.  HART.  JSvvr. 

The  PRESIDING.  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  pass^l  over.  \ 

The  bil/(S.  3278)\to  amend  section 
701  of  the  Housing  ActNff  1954  (relating 
to  urban  planning  grants) ,  and  title  II 
of  thVHousing  Amendments  of  1955  (re¬ 
lating  to  public  facility  loans) ,  to  assist 
Shite  and  local  governmentsShnd  their 
ttublic  instrumentalities  in  improving 
■mass  transportation  services  inNmetro- 
politan  areas,  was  announced  as  n^xt  in 
order.  \ 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  this  binds 
a  very  desirable  one ;  but  I  must  ask  that 
it  go  over,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  it' 
is  not  appropriate  for  disposition  during 
the  call  of  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard,  and  the  bill  will  be  passed 
over. 

The  bill  (S.  2917)  to  establish  a  price 
support  level  for  milk  and  butterfat  was 
announced  as  next  in  order. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
that  this  bill,  too,  is  a  very  desirable 
one;  but,  again,  I  must  ask  that  the  bill 
go  over,  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  it  is 
not  appropriate  for  disposition  during 
the  call  of  the  calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard,  and  the  bill  will  go  over. 


RELEASE  OF  RESTRICTIONS  AND 
RESERVATIONS  IN  CONVEYANCE 
OF  CERTAIN  LAND  TO  THE  STATE 
OF  WISCONSIN 

The  bill  (H.R.  11952)  to  repeal  the  act 
of  May  29,  1958,  which  authorized  and 


directed  the  Administrator  of  General 
Services  to  provide  for  the  release  of  re¬ 
strictions  and  reservations  contairied  in 
an  instrument  conveying  certain/and  by 
the  United  States  to  the  Staty  of  Wis¬ 
consin  was  considered,  ordered  to  a  third 
reading,  read  the  third  time/ and  passed. 


COLLECTION  AND  PUBLICATION  OF 

STATISTICS  OF  GRADE  AND  STA¬ 
PLE  LENGTH  O E/COTTON 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.R.  11646/  to  amend  the  act  au¬ 
thorizing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
collect  and  mrolish  statistics  of  the  grade 
and  staple  length  of  cotton,  as  amended, 
by  defining  certain  offenses  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  sampling  of  cotton  for 
classification  and  providing  a  penalty 
provi/on,  and  for  other  purposes,  which 
hacy  been  reported  from  the  Committee 
onr  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  with  an 
Amendment,  on  page  2,  line  12,  after 
"(c)”,  to  strike  out  “for  any  person  to 
alter,  or  cause  to  be  altered,  any  sample 
taken  for  classification  under  this  Act 
by  any  means  such  as  trimming,  peeling, 
or  dressing  the  sample,  or  by  removing 
any  leaf,  trash,  dust,  or  other  material 
from  the  sample”  and  insert  "for  any 
person  knowingly  to  alter  or  cause  to  be 
altered  a  sample  taken  for  classification 
under  this  Act  by  any  means  such  as 
trimming,  peeling,  or  dressing  the  sam¬ 
ple,  or  by  removing  any  leaf,  trash,  dust, 
or  other  material  from  the  sample  for 
the  purpose  of  misrepresenting  the 
actual  quality  of  the  bale  from  which  the 
sample  was  taken”. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 


EASEMENTNOF  CERTAIN  LANDS  TO 
THE  CINCINNATI  SOUTHERN 
RAILWAY  \ 

The  bill  (S.  3065)  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  grant  an 
easement  over  certain  lands  to  the 
trustees  of  the  Cincinnati  Southern  Rail¬ 
way,  their  successors,  atad  assigns  was 
considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for  a 
third  reading,  read  the  tim'd  time,  and 
passed,  as  follows:  \ 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  arukMouse  of 
Representatives  of  thie  United  states  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  Thid;,  not 
withstanding  any  other  provision  of  la\.  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  is  authorized,  upon 


BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  3450)  to  amend  section  22 
(relating  to  the  endowment  and  support 
of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  mechanic 
arts)  of  the  act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  in¬ 
crease  the  authorized  appropriation  for 
resident  teaching  grants  to  land  grant 
institutions,  was  announced  as  next  in 
order. 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  President,  again,  it  is 
a  desirable  bill,  but  certainly  not  appro¬ 
priate  for  calendar  action.  I  ask  that 
it  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  go  over. 
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sucla  terms  as  lie  may  deem  advisable,  to 
graiAand  convey  by  proper  instrument  a  per- 
petuai\easement  to  the  trustees  of  the  Cin- 
cinnatipiouthern  Railway,  their  successors 
and  assigns,  in,  upon,  across,  and  over  na¬ 
tional  forest  lands  and  other  lands  under  the 
jurisdiction Nof  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  for  the  instruction,  maintenance,  and 
operation  of  tpe  line  of  railway  incident 
to  the  relocation,  of  its  main  line  between 
Tateville,  KentucBp,  and  Plat  Rock,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  and  for  any  xflated  purposes  deemed 
appropriate  by  the  Secretary :  Provided,  That 
such  easement  (a)  snail  be  granted  only 
upon  a  finding  by  the  Stteretary  that  it  will 
not  be  incompatible  with  the  public  interest, 
(b)  shall  not  include  any  more  land  than  is 
reasonably  necessary  for  tire  purpose  for 
which  granted,  (c)  shall  incite  provisions 
for  payment  of  adequate  compei^sation,  and 
(d)  may  include  a  right  to  usN/rom  the 
subject  lands  materials  and  products  for  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  authorized 
improvements  thereon  upon  the  paympit  of 
adequate  compensation  therefor.  \ 

Sec.  2.  All  or  any  part  of  such  easemNt 
may  be  annulled  or  forfeited  by  declaration, 
of  the  Secretary  for  failure  to  comply  with; 
the  terms  of  the  grant  or  for  nonuse  for  a 
period  of  two  consecutive  years  or  aban¬ 
donment  of  rights  granted  under  authority 
hereof. 


EXTENSION  OF  MINIMUM  MARKET¬ 
ING  QUOTA  FOR  EXTRA  LONG 
STAPLE  COTTON 

The  bill  (H.R.  12115)  to  extend  the 
minimum  national  marketing  quota  for 
extra  long  staple  cotton  to  the  1961 
crop  was  considered,  ordered  to  a  third 
reading,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 


CONVEYANCE  OF  CERTAIN  REAL 
PROPERTY  TO  THE  VILLAGE  OF 
HIGHLAND  FALLS,  N.Y. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.R.  6479)  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  certain  real  property  of  the 
United  States  to  the  village  of  Highland 
Falls,  N.Y!,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
with  an  amendment,  on  page  1,  line  3, 
after  the  world  “at”,  to  strike  out  “50 
per  centum  of  the 
The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

.  The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

Tfae  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 


America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  all  of 
the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United 
States  in  the  lands  within  the  Nez  Perce, 
Reservation,  Idaho,  now  reserved  for  agency^ 
school,  or  cemetery  purposes  is  hereby  de¬ 
clared  to  be  held  in  trust  for  the  Nez  Berce 
Tribe  of  Indians,  subject  to  the  right  pi  the 
United  States  to  use  said  lands  for  .agency, 
school,  or  administrative  purposes/ 

Sec.  2.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  confirming  or  denying  the  claim 
that  said  lands  have,  since  IRS 5  and  up  to 
the  effective  date  of  this  Aat  been  held  in 
trust  by  the  United  States  for  the  Nez  Perce 
Tribe.  / 

Sec.  3.  The  Indian  Cl/ms  Commission  is 
directed  to  determine  ijt  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  l  of  the  Act  of  August 
13,  1946  (60  Stat.  1QB0) ,  the  extent  to  which 
the  value  of  the  Wtle  conveyed  by  this  Act 
should  or  shoul/not  be  set  off  against  any 
claim  against  the  United  States  determined 
by  the  Commission. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bin  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


TRUSTEESHIP  OF  CERTAIN  LANDS 
/  FOR  THE  CHEYENNE  RIVER  SIOUX 

TRIBE  OF  INDIANS 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.R.  4786)  declaring  certain  lands 
to  be  held  in  trust  for  the  Cheyenne 
River  Sioux  Tribe  of  Indians  of  South 
Dakota,  which  had  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  with  an  amendment,  on  page  2, 
after  line  13,  to  insert  a  new  section,  as 
follows: 

Sec.  3.  The  Indian  Claims  Commission  is 
directed  to  determine  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Act  of 
August  13,  1946  (60  Stat.  1050),  the  extent 
to  which  the  value  of  the  title  conveyed  by 
this  Act  should  or  should  not  be  set  off 
against  any  claim  against  the  United  States 
determined  by  the  Commission. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time  and 
Bassed. 


CONVEYANCE  OF  CERTAIN  LAND  IN 
TKfckBT  TO  THE  CITIZEN  BAND  OF 
POTAWATOMI  INDIANS  OF  OKLA¬ 
HOMA. 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (H.R.  7990)  to  convey  certain  land 
of  the  United  States  in  trust  to  the  Citi¬ 
zen  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians  of 
Oklahoma,  which  Bad  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs,  with  an  amendment,  to  strike 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  in¬ 
sert:  \ 

That  the  Secretary  of  theNlnterior  is  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  convex  to  the  Citi¬ 
zen  Band  of  Potawatomi  Indians  of  Okla¬ 
homa,  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and  to  approximately  57.99 
acres  of  land  more  particularly  described  in 
section  2  of  this  Act,  subject  to  the  ritoit  of 
the  Absentee  Shawnee  of  Oklahoma,  SaAand 
Pox  of  Oklahoma,  Kickapoo  of  Oklahonaa, 
and  Iowa  Tribe  of  Oklahoma  to  use  the 
Potawatomi  community  house  that  may  beS 
constructed  and  maintained  thereon.  The 
title  of  the  tribe  thereto  shall  be  subject  to 


TREATMENT  OF  BASIC  AGRICUL¬ 
TURE  COMMODITIES 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  3117)  to  treat  all  basic  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  alike  with  respect  to 
the  cost  of  remeasuring  acreage,  which 
had  been  reported  from  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  with  an 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  section-  374(b)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1374(b) ) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  last 
sentence  thereof. 

Sec.  2.  Section  374(c)  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  ' 
following:  “The  Secretary  shall  by  appro¬ 
priate  regulations  provide  for  the  remeasure¬ 
ment  upon  request  by  the  farm  operator  of 
the  acreage  planted  to  such  commodity  on 
the  farm  and  for  the  measurement  of  the 
acreage  planted  to  such  commodity  on  the 
farm  remaining  after  any  adjustment  of 
excess  acreage  hereunder  and  shall  prescribe 
the  conditions  under  which  the  farm  opera¬ 
tor  shall  be  required  to  pay  the  county  com-/ 
mittee  for  the  expense  of  the  measurement  or 
adjusted  acreage  or  the  expense  of  reme/s- 
urement  after  the  initial  measurement  oi/the 
measurement  of  adjusted  acreage.  The/egu- 
lations  shall  also  provide  for  the  refiOnd  of 
any  deposit  or  payment  made  for/the  ex¬ 
pense  of  the  remeasurement  of  the  initially 
determined  acreage  or  the  adjusted  acreage 
*  when  because  of  an  eror  in  the  determination 
of  such  acreage  the  remeasuSement  brings 
the  acreage  within  the  allotr/nt  or  permitted 
acreage  or  results  in  a  chafige  in  acreage  in 
excess  of  a  reasonable  wu-iation  normal  to 
measurements  of  acreage  of  the  commodity. 
Unless  the  requireme/s  for  measurement  of 
adjusted  acreage  are/met  by  the  farm  opera¬ 
tor,  the  acreage  prior  to  such  adjustment  as 
determined  by  th/county  committee  shall  be 
considered  the  acreage  of  the  commodity  on 
the  farm  in  determining  whether  the  ap¬ 
plicable  farnr  allotment  has  been  exceeded. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and/passed. 


pILLS  PASSED  OVER  / 

The  billlS.  3473)  to  provide  f  or  ad¬ 
vance  constipation  with  the  Fisn  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  with  State/wildlife 
agencies  befor Athe  beginning  of  any 
Federal  progranrGnvolving  /he  use  of 
pesticides  or  othe\chemioals  designed 
for  mass  biologicalNcon/ols,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  ontegi 

Mr.  HART.  Mr.  Pregfcent,  by  request, 
I  ask  that  the  bill  go  ovter,  and  I  also 
ask  the  Calendar  No.  166AH.R.  12381, 
which  is  the  pending  busings,  also  go 
over.  /  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICERAcalen- 
dar  Nos.  16fio  and  1664  will  be\assed 
over.  /  \ 


QUIEIVTITLE  TO  CERTAIN  LANDS 

WITHIN  THE  NEZ  PERCE  INDIAN1 

RESERVATION,  IDAHO 

/The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
mil  (S.  2711)  to  quiet  title  to  certain 
'lands  within  the  Nez  Perce  Indian  Res¬ 
ervation,  Idaho,  and  for  other  purposes, 
which  has  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs, 
with  an  amendment,  on  page  2,  after  line 
2,  to  strike  out: 

Sec.  3.  This  Act  shall  become  effective 
upon  entry  of  the  Nez  Perce  Tribe  into  a 
stipulation  in  litigation  now  pending  before 
the  Indian  Claims  Commission  under  section 
2  of  the  Act  of  August  13,  1946  (60  Stat. 
1049)  that  this  land  is  not  involved  in  such 
litigation. 

And,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  insert: 

Sec.  3.  The  Indian  Claims  Commission  is 
directed  to  determine  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Act  of 
August  13,  1946  (60  Stat.  1050),  the  extent 
to  which  the  value  of  the  title  conveyed  by 
this  Act  should  or  should  not  be  set  off 
against  any  claim  against  the  United  States 
determined  by  the  Commission. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
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Alaska,  for  use  . as  a  Nike  range”;  to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee^ 
p.  13090 

11.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  stated  that  on  Thurs.,  June  30,  the  Private 
Calendar  will  be  called  (p.  13035),  and  that,  under  a  unanimous  consent  agree¬ 
ment,  any  vote  on  Sat.,  June  25,  would  be  postponed  until  Mon.,  June  27, 
(p.13071). 

SENATE 

12.  HUMANE  SLAUGHTER.  Passed  without  amendment  H,  R.  12705,  to  extend  for  60  cays 

until  August >30,  1960,  the  time  during  which  slaughterers  and  .processors,  who 
have  contracted  for  the  purchase  of  the  equipment  necessary  t ra>  enable  them  to 
comply  with  the  ^provisions  of  the  Humane  Slaughter  Act,  raa^have  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of\the  Act  (p.  12945) •  Earlier  this  bill  |*ad  been  reported 
without  amendment  By  the  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  (no  written  report) 
(p.  12939)1.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Preside; 

13.  SALINE  WATER.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  ComntfCtee  reported  with  amend- 
)  ments  S.  3557,  to  expand  apd  extend  the  saline  wa&er  conversion  research  program 

(S.  Rept.  1668) ,  p.  12939 

14.  WILDLIFE.  Passed  with  amendment  H.  R.  2565,  tp  promote  effectual  planning,  de¬ 

velopment,  maintenance^  and  coordination  of ywildlife,  fish,  and  game  conserva¬ 
tion  and  rehabilitation  in  military  reservations  (pp.  12954-6) c  Agreed  to  an 
amendment  by  Sen.  Allott  to  exempt  Nall  provisions  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act 
from  provisions  of  this  bill  (p.  129^)y 

15.  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs\Committee  reported  without  amendment 

S.  2587,  to  require  an  Act  of  Congress  for  public  land  withdrawals  in  excess  of 
5,000  acres  in  the  aggregate  for  jaxy  project  or  facility  of  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  Government  (S,  Rent.  1669).  pP.  12939 

16.  RESEARCH.  Passed  with  amendment  S.  2692,  to  est^lish  a  ten-year  oceanographic 
research  program,  pp.  1297H-89 

WATER  RESOURCES;  INTERNATIONAL  DAM,  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported 
with  amendments  H,  R.  12263,  to  authorize  the  conclusion  of  an  agreement  for  the 
joint  construction  by/the  U.  S.  and  Mexico  of  a  major  international  storage  dam 
on  the  Rio  Grande,  iin  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  che  treaty  of  Feb.  3, 

1944  (S.  Rept.  1670).  p.  13939  X 

7  \ 

18,  RYUKYU  ISLANDS.  /The  Armed  Services  Committee  voted  to  report  \but  .did  not  actu¬ 

ally  report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  1157,  providing  for  the  promotion  of  economic 
and  social  development  in  the  Ryukyu  Islands,  p.  D600 

19,  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  voted  to 

report  tzo  the  full  committee  H.  R.  12231,  the  military  construction  appropria¬ 
tion  tyul  for  1961.  p.  D600 

20,  VETERANS'  BENEFITS.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did\ot 
ually  report)  H.  R.  5040,  to  amend  and  clarify  the  reemployment  provisions  of 

£he  Universal  Military  Training  and  Service  Act.  p.  D600 

2K  MINERALS,  Sen,  Allott  inserted  a  short  summary  of  the  Senate  passed  bill  to 
amend  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  February  25,  1920.  p.  12972 


-  4  - 


22.  fWTUAL  SECURITY.  Sen.  Wiley  stated,  regarding  the  mutual  security  program  cuts 
^de  by  the  House,  "The  Senate,  I  believe,  will  need  to  make  restoration  of  stw 
funds  as  are  deemed  essential  to  carry  on  our  foreign  and  defense  policies,  ii 
the  interest  of  mutual  security  and  peace,"  and  inserted  an  article  and  a  number 
of  letters  to  back  his  position,  pp.  12945-7  y 


\ 


.3.  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES,  S.  3450,  a  bill  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation 

resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions  was  made  the  unfinished 
business,  p.  13012 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

:4.  ROADS.  Rep.  Wrighc\inserted  an  article  on  the  total  highway  pry^ram  and  its 
principles,  "The  Gathering  Storm  in  Highways."  p.  A5415 

25.  FARM  LABOR.  Extension 'hf  remarks  of  Rep.  Smith,  Miss.,  discussing  the  "so- 

called  consultant's  report"  on  farm  labor  problems  and  seating  that  "it  is  in- 

hould  be  based  on  the  recommendations  of  four  men  who 


conceivable  that  actions 
were  picked  because  they 
Miss.  Delta  Council  letter 
PP.  A5429-31 


so  little  about  the  problem,"  and  inserting  a 
ahd  analysis  of  the  Mexican  farm  labor  problem. 


BILLS  INTRODUCED 

26.  CONTRACTS.  S.  3726,  by  Sen.  McNamara\(for  hirfiself.  Sen.  Clark,  and  Sen. 

Randolph) ,  to  eliminate  discriminator^emp/oyment  practices  for  reasons  of  age 
by  Federal  Government  contractors  and  subcontractors;  to  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare  Committee.  Remarks  of  Sen.  McNamax&v  pp.  12942-3 

27.  FOREIGN  CURRENCIES.  H.  R.  12794,  by  R^p.  Bu^eson,  to  provide  that  additional 

information  shall  be  included  in  certain  reports  relating  to  the  use  of  foreign 
currencies;  to  Foreign  Affairs  Cogfoittee. 
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28.  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  S.  3472/  to  extend  the  Defense  Production  Act,  as  amended, 

for  an  additional  2  years/  S.  Banking  and  Currency  Comspittee. 

29.  FARM  LABOR.  H.  R,  9872/and  10378,  to  provide  certain  payments  to  assist  in 

providing  improved  educational  opportunities  for  children  migrant  agricul¬ 
tural  workers.  H,  Education  and  Labor  Committee, 

30.  PERSONNEL.  H.  R^/7758  and  10695,  improve  administration  of  overseas  activities 

of  the  Government  of  the  U.  S.,  and  provide  for  the  rotation  in  overseas 

assignments  or  certain  civilian  employees.  S.  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee.  '  -v 

31.  FOOD  ADDI^IVIES.  H.  R.  7624  and  S.  2197,  to  authorize  the  use  of  suitable  color 

additives  in  or  on  foods,  drugs,  and  cosmetics.  H.  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  Committee. 

^SING.  Government  procurement  —  1960.  S.  Select  Committee  on  Small 
isiness. 

33/LABOR  STANDARDS.  Part  3,  minimum  wage-hour  legislation  (including  appendix). 

H.  Education  and  Labor  Committee. 
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-\ate  bill  1543,  to  amend  the  Federal  Avi-  . 

■  Nation  Act  of  1958  to  authorize  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Board  to  include  in  certifi¬ 
cates  of  public  convenience  and  neces¬ 
sity  limitations  on  the  type  and  extent 
of  services  authorized;  Calendar  No. 
1663,  Senate  bill  3473,  to  provide  for  ad¬ 
vance  consultation  with  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  and  with  State  wildlife 
agencies  before  the  beginning  of  any 
Federal  program  involving  the  use  of 
pesticides  or  other  chemicals  designed 
for  mass  biological  controls;  and  Cal¬ 
endar  No.  1658, ^Senate  bill  3450,  to 
amend  section  22-\elating  to  the  en¬ 
dowment  and  suppornof  colleges  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  mechanicNrts — of  the  act 
of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  au¬ 
thorized  appropriation  >h)r  resident 
teaching  grants  to  land  grant  institu¬ 
tions.  \ 

We  expect  that  other  billN  will  be 
cleared  for  action.  \ 

It  should  be  assumed  that  any  pleas¬ 
ure  on  the  calendar  may  be  subject  to 
consideration  on  motion  on  any  day 
between  now  and  final  adjournment.  \ 

The  policy  committee  will  meet  to-\ 
morrow. 

There  are  some  general  measures 
which  involve  policy  which  we  would 
like  to  review — some  that  the  minority 
has  already  cleared,  but  we  have  not 
cleared;  and  some  that  we  have  cleared, 
but  the  minority  has  not  cleared. 

I  hope  we  can  take  up  some  confer¬ 
ence  reports  this  week.  A  number  of 
bills  are  in  conference. 

If  I  can  obtain  agreement,  perhaps 
this  week  we  shall  consider  another  ap-' 
propriation  bill. 

We  shall  consider  the  Amistad  Dam 
bill  tomorrow,  if  the  report  on  the  bill 
is  filed  tonight. 

But  I  do  not  anticipate  any  major 
legislative  measures  just  now.  Of 
course,  sometimes  a  minor  bill  is  more 
trouble  to  handle  than  a  major  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

So  far  as  I  can  tell,  most  of  these 
bills  must  be  passed  by  motion,  but  are 
not  measures  on  which  one  would  an- 
j  ticipate  the  necessity  for  a  yea-and- 
nay  vote. 

Unless  an  argument  develops  ove/ 
them,  or  unless  some  Senator  wishes \/o 
have  a  quorum  call,  I  anticipate  no  vea- 
son  why  all  Senators  should  remainmere 
this  evening.  I  shall  be  here/but  I 
would  not  suggest  that  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  cancel  any  engagement/ in  order 
to  remain  here,  although  the/ession  this 
evening  will  continue  for  a/while. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER/  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Texas,  z  repeat  that  I 
was  not  asking  aboul/the  program  for 
tomorrow.  / 

It  happens  that  Jmere  are  one  or  two 
things  which  I  may  look  after  this  even¬ 
ing.  But  if  vote*  are  anticipated,  I  shall 
plan  to  be  her^f  of  course. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  realize 
that.  / 

Mr.  HI£KENLOOPER.  But  I  could 
not  hold/the  Senator  from  Texas  to  any 
firm  commitment,  of  course. 

Mr/JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  realize  the 
Senator’s  attitude,  and  it  is  appreciated. 
Jfjix.  HICKENLOOPER.  But  if  the 
Senator  from  Texas  anticipates  that  a 
vote  will  be  taken  this  evening - 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  do  not. 

Let  me  say  that  any  question  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Iowa  may  choose  to  address 
to  me  will  be  cordially  received,  for  I 
have  the  greatest  respect  and  friendship 
for  him. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  was  merely 
inquiring  about  the  prospects  for  the 
session  this  evening. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  do  not  an¬ 
ticipate  any  very  important  action  this 
evening.  Of  course,  if  the  situation  be¬ 
came  too  heated,  I  might  move  that  the 
Senate  go  over  until  tomorrow,  in  order 
to  protect  Senators. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Texas. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  that  of  the  bills  which  have  been 
mentioned  for  possible  consideration 
tonight,  insofar  as  I  know,  all  of  them 
have  been  approved  on  the  minority 
side,  and  I  know  of  no  controversy 
regarding  them. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  thank  the 
minority  leader. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  while 
a  number  of  Senators  are  on  the  floor/ 
St  should  like  to  ask  the  majority  leader 
Nout  the  time  for  convening  the  session 
tomorrow  / 

MV  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  shjfll  give 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  that  informa¬ 
tion  asVioon  as  I  can  checi^wvit.h  two 
committee  chairmen.  We  have  no  re¬ 
quests  heiV  and  as  soon  /s  I  am  able 
to  obtain  tnVmformatioiVL  need,  I  shall 
inform  the  Senator.  So  far  as  I  can 
tell  at  this  time,  it  hr  anticipated  that 
the  Senate  willNconVene  at  12  o’clock 
tomorrow.  But  I  sjreill  inform  the  Sena¬ 
tor  more  definitel/Vithin  5  minutes. 


FRANCIS  M.  HAISCHER 

Mr.  BIBOS.  Mr.  President,  is  any 
business  pending  at  this  time? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  No. 

Mr./BIBLE.  Mr.  Presidents  I  move 
the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consideration 
of  ^Calendar  No.  1441,  House  bil^.600, 
for  the  relief  of  Francis  M.  HaiscnSr. 
/The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  She 
senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bi\ 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  the  pur-> 
pose  of  the  bill  is  to  relieve  Francis  M. 
Haischer  of  all  liability  to  refund  to 
the  United  States  the  sum  of  $2,037.72, 
which  represents  overpayment  of  retired 
pay  which  was  paid  by  the  Navy  De¬ 
partment,  which  he  received  in  good 
faith. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  no  amendment  to  be  proposed,  the 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  1600)  was  ordered  to  a 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed. 


FREDA  FELLER 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  Calendar  No.  1450,  Senate  bill 
817,  for  the  relief  of  Freda  Feller. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary,  with  an  amend¬ 
ment  on  page  1,  line  6,  after  the  word 


“of”,  where  it  appears  the  first  time,  to 
strike  out  “$1,069”  and  insert  “$882”yso 
as  to  make  the  bill  read :  / 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  07  Amer¬ 
ica  in  Congress  assembled.  That  thi/Secretary 
of  the  Treasury  is  authorized  a/6  directed 
to  pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  t/ Freda  Feller, 
of  Minot,  North  Dakota,  tl yf  sum  of  $882, 
representing  the  amount  of /xpenses  incurred 
hy  her  for  hospital  and  .medical  care  from 
June  13,  1958,  to  July  1ST,  1958,  at  a  civilian 
hospital  in  Minot,  NgAh  Dakota,  the  said 
Freda  Feller  having  /een  led  to  believe,  as 
the  result  of  an  administrative  error  com¬ 
mitted  by  United  States  Army  personnel,  that 
she  was  entitled /s  the  dependent  of  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Armed  Forces  (Donald  C.  Feller, 
serial  numbe^R  17473165)  to  civilian  medi¬ 
cal  care  at  ^Government  expense:  Provided, 
That  no  pa/t  of  the  amount  appropriated  in 
this  Act  Jm  excess  of  10  per  centum  thereof 
shall  b/paid  or  delivered  to  or  received  by 
any  aaent  or  attorney  on  account  of  services 
renc/red  in  connection  with  this  claim,  and 
th/same  shall  be  unlawful,  any  contract  to 
tire  contrary  notwithstanding.  Any  person 
Violating  the  provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be 
^denied  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum 
not  exceeding  $1,000. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  this  bill 
is  for  the  purpose  of  paying  Freda  Fel¬ 
ler,  of  Minot,  N.  Dak.,  the  sum  of  $882 
for  expenses  incurred  by  her  for  hospi¬ 
tal  and  medical  care  from  June  13  to 
July  10,  1958,  at  a  civilian  hospital  in 
Minot,  N.  Dak.  She  was  led  to  believe, 
as  the  result  of  an  administrative  error 
committed  by  U.S.  Army  personnel,  that 
she  was  entitled,  as  the  dependent  of  a 
member  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces,  to 
receive  civilian  medical  care  at  Govern¬ 
ment  expense. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


SAM  J.  BUZZANCA 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  Calendar  No.  1523,  House  bill 
1*712,  for  the  relief  of  Sam  J.  Buzzanca. 

NThe  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

THfcPRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  there 
be  noSamendment  to  be  proposed,  the 
questioiiSjs  on  the  third  reading  of  the 
bill.  \ 

The  bill  >H.R.  6712)  was  ordered  to  a 
third  readings,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed.  \ 


VALIDATION  o\  CERTAIN  PAY¬ 
MENTS  OF  ADDITIONAL  PAY  FOR 
SEA  DUTY  TO  MEMBERS  OF  THE 
U.S.  COAST  GUARDS. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  tdsdhe  consid¬ 
eration  of  Calendar  No.  1531^House  bill 
9921,  to  validate  certain  payments  of 
additional  pay  for  sea  duty  n^ade  to 
members  and  former  members  «f  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard.  \ 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill.\ 
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rr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  statement  in 
regard  to  the  purpose  of  the  bill,  as  set 
forth  in  the  committee  report,  be  printed 
in  full  this  point  in  the  Record. 

There\eing  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
from  the  report  (No.  1469)  was  ordered 
to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

PURPOSE 


The  purpose  orehe  proposed  legislation  is 
to  validate  paymel^s  of  additional  pay  for 
sea  duty  made  priN  to  June  30,  1956,  to 
enlisted  members  of  >Oie  Coast  Guard  who 
served  on  vessels  of  lass  than  125  feet  in 
length.  The  bill  would  ^further  permit  the 
refund  of  any  repaymentNmade  by  any  of 
those  men  relating  to  those  payments  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  above  manner,  Aid  relieve  the 
authorized  certifying  officers  account¬ 

ability  for  such  payments. 


REFERENCE  OF  SENATE  BILL  3307 
TO  THE  COURT  OF  CLAIMS 


Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  Calendar  No.  1570,  Senate 
Resolution  331,  referring  Senate  bill 
3307  to  the  Court  of  Claims. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Nevada. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the/ 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  resoli, 
tion. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  L/ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  prinjaed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  brie/expla- 
nation  of  the  resolution. 

There  being  no  objection,  /he  expla¬ 
nation  was  ordered  to  be  p/mted  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 


The  purpose  of  this  rcsgAition  is  to  refer 
S.  3307,  a  bill  for  the  relief  of  Rocky  River 
Co.  and  Macy  Land  Coip,  to  the  Court  of 
Claims  for  finding  of/fact  and  conclusions 
thereon,  sufficient  to/nform  the  Congress  of 
the  nature  and  ch/vacter  of  the  demand  as 
a  claim,  legal  or  equitable,  against  the 
United  States  yflnd  the  amount,  if  any, 
legally  or  equitably  due  from  the  United 
States  to  the /laimants. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
questionlis  on  agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

The/resolution  (S.  Res.  331)  was 
agreaa  to,  as  follows: 

£ solved ,  That  the  bill  (S.  3307)  entitled 
('bill  for  the  relief  of  Rocky  River  Company 


and  Macy  Land  Corporation”,  now  pending 
in  the  Senate,  together  with  all  the  accom¬ 
panying  papers,  is  hereby  referred  to  the 
Court  of  Claims:  and  the  court  shall  pro¬ 
ceed  with  the  same  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  sections  1492  and  2509  of  title 
28  of  the  United  States  Code  and  report  to 
the  Senate,  at  the  earliest  practicable  date, 
giving  such  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions 
thereon  as  shall  be  sufficient  to  inform  the 
Congress  of  the  nature  and  character  of 
the  demand  as  a  claim,  legal  or  equitable, 
against  the  United  States  and  the  amount, 
if  any,  legally  or  equitably  due  from  the 
United  States  to  the  claimants. 


REFERENCE  OF  SENATE  BILL  1935 
TO  THE  COURT  OF  CLAIMS 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Vf  there 
be  no  amendment  to  be  proposal,  the 
question  is  on  the  third  reading  N.  the 
bill. 

The  bill  (H.R.  9921)  was  ordered  t(3v 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  anJ 
passed. 


PRINTING  OF  ADDITIONAL  COPIES 
OF  SENATE  REPORT  NO.  807 
ENTITLED  “FEDERAL  DISASTER 
RELIEF  MANUAL”— RESOLUTION 
INDEFINITELY  POSTPONED 


Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  Calendar  No. 
1392,  Senate  Resolution  281,  authorizing 
the  printing  of  additional  copies  of  Sen¬ 
ate  Report  No.  807,  86th  Congress,  1st 
session,  entitled  “Federal  Disaster  Re¬ 
lief  Manual,”  be  indefinitely  postponed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


BETTY  KEENAN 


Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  Calendar  No.  1594,  House  bill 
5033. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER,  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
5033)  for  the  relief  of  Betty  Keenan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Nevada. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  bill  is  to  pay  to  Betty 


Keenan,  of  Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  the  sum  of 
$499.06,  as  a  refund  of  the  amount 
ducted  from  her  salary  as  a  Federal  e: 
ployee  for  retirement  purposes  in 
period  from  December  14,  1942,  to 
uary  31,  1948. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER, 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  t 
amendment  to  be  proposed, 
is  on  the  third  reading  of  t. 

The  bill  was  ordered  t  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  the  third  time/  id  passed 


he  bill 
be  no 
question 


INCREASED  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
RESIDENT  TEACHING  GRANTS  TO 
LAND-GRANT  INSTITUTIONS 


Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  Calendar  No.  1589,  Senate 
Resolution  332,  referring  Senate  bill 
1935  to  the  Court  of  Claims. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
Snanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
tms  point  in  the  Record  a  brief  expla¬ 
nation  of  the  purpose  of  the  resolution): 

Tii^re  being  no  objection,  the  explfe- 
nationSwas  ordered  to  be  printed  ir/xhe 
Record,  follows: 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  resolution  is 
to  refer  theMfill,  S.  1935,  to  th^lourt  of 
Claims  and  toSauthorize  the  cou (ft  to  report 
to  the  Senate  such  findings  of  Jact  and  con¬ 
clusions  of  law  As  will  enable  the  Senate 
to  determine  whatVnount.yn  any,  is  legally 
or  equitably  due  t\e  claimants  from  the 
United  States. 


Mr.  BIBLE.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  Calendar  No.  1658,  Senate 
bill  3450. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Keating  in  the  chair) .  The  bill  will  be 
stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
3450)  to  amend  section  22  (relating  to 
the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges 
of  agriculture  and  mechanic  arts)  of  the 
act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the 
authorized  appropriation  for  resident 
teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Nevada, 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 


The  PRESIDINGT\  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  resolution. 

The  resolution:  (S.  3§s.  332)  was 
agreed  to,  as  fojrfows: 

Resolved,  Tlya  the  bill  (S.  1$G5)  entitled 
“A  bill  for  U4e  relief  of  Fred  ajpster  and 
George  Morale,  doing  business  as  hadepend- 
ent  Cab  Company;  and  for  the  Alief  of 
Pulaski  e(ab  Company,  Incorporated^  now 
pending^  in  the  Senate,  together  witfW  all 
the  accompanying  papers,  is  hereby  refenied 
to  tile  Court  of  Claims;  and  the  court  sha 
proceed  with  the  same  in  accordance  witliS 
xjje  provisions  of  sections  1492  and  2509  of 
fttle  28  of  the  United  States  Code  and  report 
to  the  Senate,  at  the  earliest  practicable 
date,  giving  such  findings  of  fact  and  con¬ 
clusions  thereon  as  shall  be  sufficient  to  in¬ 
form  the  Congress  of  the  nature  and  char¬ 
acter  of  the  demand  as  a  claim,  legal  or 
equitable,  against  the  United  States  and  the 
amounts,  if  any,  legally  or  equitably  due 
from  the  United  States  to  the  claimants. 


COMMENDATION  OF  SENATOR 
BIBLE 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  commend  the  acting  majority 
leader,  the  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Bible!,  for  the  loyal  and  diligent  and 
effective  manner  in  which  he  has  car¬ 
ried  on  the  duties  of  leadership  in  my 
absence.  He  is  always  a  source  of  great 
comfort.  I  do  not  know  of  any  Member 
of  this  body  who  is  respected  more  or 
who  contributes  more  to  the  efficient 
functioning  of  the  Senate  than  does  the 
^ble  Senator  from  Nevada.  Day  after 
we  call  upon  him  to  perform  services 
thA  are  not  connected  with  the  interests 
of  hVe  State,  but  are  very  vital  to  the 
natiomd  interest,  and  he  always  does  it 
in  a  capable  manner  and  with  a  pleasant 
dispositioV  I  want  him  to  know  that  I 
always  wilA-ely  on  him.  In  sunshine 
and  sorrow,  >1  have  never  been  disap¬ 
pointed.  I  aAreciate  very  much  the 
work  he  has  done 

Mr.  BIBLE.  MiAPresident,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  will  yield,  ma\l  say  I  appreciate 
the  sentiments  expresled  by  the  very  dis¬ 
tinguished  majority  leaSer.  I  think  they 
are  unearned,  but  theyNure  gratifying, 
and  I  greatly  appreciate  fiyem.  it  is  a 
pleasure  to  work  under  the  stole  leader¬ 
ship  of  Lyndon  Johnson  at \ny  time, 
and,  believe  me,  I  am  the  ona^who  is 
rewarded. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  brieve 
what  I  have  said  about  the  Senator  fu 
Nevada  will  be  confirmed  by  every  oth^ 
Member  of  this  body. 
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RECREATION  FACILITIES.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  Sy 
3260,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  modify  certain  leases  entered 
into  for  the  provisions  of  recreation  facilities  in  reservoir  areas  (S.  ^fipt, 
J24).  p.  13095 


23.  F0RE1ST  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H*  R',  10495, 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963  forythe  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  including  authorization  for  the  construction  of  forest 
highways\and  forest  development  roads  and  trails  (S,  Rept.  1725>4  p.  13095 


24*  RYUKYU  ISLANDS*  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  with 
1157,  to  provide  for  promotion  of  the  economic  and  social 
Ryukyu  Islands\(S.  Rept.  1738).  p.  13096 


jndments  H.  R. 
relopment  in  the 


25.  FINANCE;  U,  S.  OBLIGATIONS.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Coifimittee  reported  without 

amendment  S,  3702,  op  extend  for  2  years  the  authority  of  Federal  Reserve  Banks 
to  purchase  U.  S,  obligations  directly  from  the  Treasury  (S.  Rept.  1739). 
p.  13096 

\ 

26.  HAWAII,  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amendments 

H.  R.  11602,  to  amend  certain  laws  of  the  U.  y  in  light  of  the  admission  of 
Hawaii  into  the  Union  (S.  Rej^.  1681).  p.  1,3095 

27.  LANDS.  The  Interior  and  Insular\f fairs  Committee  reported  with  amendment 


S.  2959,  to  clarify  the  right  of  States, 
to  any  outstanding  mineral  lease  or 
S.  3212,  to  direct  the  Secretary  of  fflje 
in  Nevada  to  the  county  of  Mineral  /S, 
Received  from  the  Defense  Department 
drawal  of  certain  public  lands  40  miles 


o  select  certain  public  lands  subject 
lit  (S.  Rept.  1726)  ;  and  with  amendment 
Interior  to  convey  certain  public  lands 
ept.  1727).  p.  13095 

proposed  bill  to  provide  for  the  with 
east  of  Fairbanks,  Alaska,  for  use  by 


the  Army  for  a  Nike  range;  to  interior  and  insular  Affairs  Committee,  p.  13094 

28.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Interstate  and  Foreign  Comiiierce  Committee  reported  with 

amendments  H.  R.  5068,  to yMiend  the  Shipping  Act\of  1916  so  as  to  provide  for 
licensing  of  independent /foreign  freight  forwarder^  (S.  Rept.  1682).  p.  13095 

29.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961.  The  Appropriations  Committee 

reported  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R.  12231  (S.  Re^.  1684).  p.  13095 

30.  TRADEMARKS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  with  amendments  S.  2429,  to  modify 

the  laws  relating  to  the  registration  and  protection  of  trademarks  used  in 
commerce  and  t/6  carry  cut  provisions  of  international  conventions  (S,  Rept. 
1685) .  p.  12095 


31.  PUBLIC  WORJ^S.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
providing  for  the  designation  of  the  week  commencing  Oct.  2,  1960, 
Publicyworks  Week  (S.  Rept.  1687).  p.  13095 


J.  Res.  202 
National 


32.  PROPERTY.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  13^22,  to 
p^nnit  certain  real  property  of  the  U.  S.  to  be  conveyed  to  States,  municrpali- 
Les,  and  other  political  subdivisions  for  highway  purposes  (S.  Rept,  1722^ 

'p.  13095 

SALINE  WATER.  Passed  as  reported  S.  35^7,  to  extend  and  expand  the  saline  water 
conversion  program  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  pp.  13142-5 


WATER  RESOURCES;  INTERNATIONAL  DAM.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  12263,  to  author 
conclusion  of  an  agreement  for  the  joint  construction  by  the  U.  S.  and  Mexic 
a  major  international  storage  dam  on  the  Rio  Grande,  pp.  13145-6 


:hori*e 
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35.  EDUCATION;  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES,  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3450,  to  amend 
section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agriculture 
and  mechanic  arts)  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized 
appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions,  pp. 


36.  SMALL  BUSINES^.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  voted  to  rep6rt  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  3689,  to  amend  the  Small  Business  Act  so  ils  to  assure  small 
business  a  shafte  of  defense  contracts  and  to  establish  a  system  of  grants  for 
research  and  counseling  of  small  business,  p.  D607 


37.  MIGRATORY  FARM  LAB0r\  Subcommittees  of  the  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee 
approved  for  full  committee  consideration  the  following  bills:  p.  D608 

S.  2864,  with  amendiiWt,  to  provide  Federal  paymeiits  to  assist  in  providing 
improved  educational  opportunities  for  children  of/bigrant  agricultural  workers,^ 

b.  2865,  to  provide  Federal  grants  for  adult  education  for  migrant  agricul¬ 
tural  workers;  x  7 

S.  1778,  (amended  versioK),  to  provide  fo^  the  registration  of  crew  leaders 
m  interstate  agricultural  empD^yment; 

S.  2498  (amended  version),  to\rovide  fo*  the  registration  of  contracts  of 
migrant  agricultural  workers. 


38.  HOUSING.  Sen.  Clark  inserted  an  editoki^l,  'Housing  Crazy  Quilt,"  and  his  letter 
commenting  on  the  editorial,  discussi^k proposed  housing  legislation,  including 
the  VA  direct  and  guaranteed  housing programs,  pp.  13107-8 


39.  NATURAL  RESOURCES,  Sen.  Kennedy  i/rged  greater  development  of  our  natural  re- 

sources,  including  the  national/ forests,  watek  resources,  and  mineral  resources, 
and  stated  that  "we  must  modernize  the  administration  of  our  resource  develop¬ 
ment  by  bringing  together  programs  which  are  nowWten  scattered  through  dozens 
of  different  agencies."  yp.  13119-21  \ 


40.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Wile/  inserted  resolutions  adopte\by  the  Wisconsin  Federa¬ 
tion  of  Women  s  Clubs y6n  various  subjects,  including  sanitation  of  milk,  meat 
inspection,  and  food/additives,  pp.  13124-6  - 


41.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Long  announced  that  the  followingSbills  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  Mon.  ,  Jyhe  27:  S.  3275,  extension  of  veterans'  loan\rogram,  and 
H.  R.  4601,  to/limit  to  national  security  cases  the  prohibition  on  payment  of 
annuities  toyretired  employees,  p.  13180 


42,  ADJOURNED  Until  Mon,,  June  27. 


pp.  13181-2 


HOUSE  -  JUNE  25 


43.  ACRE/ifeE  ALLOTMENTS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3117,  to  treat  all  basic  Jkgri- 
cudtural  commodities  alike  with  respect  to  the  cost  of  remeasuring  acreage 


Llotments  (p.  13281).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 
House  bill,  H.  R.  12420,  was  laid  on  the  table. 


A  similsar 


COIGR  ADDITIVES.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  7624,  to  protect  the  public  health 
y  amending  the  Federal  Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  so  as  to  authorize  the  use 
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the  gains  to  be  made  are  very  considerable. 
Therefore,  the  temptation  is  great  and  the 
risk  of  discovery  is  small. 

If  there  is  further  information  you  wish, 
please  let  me  know. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  A.  McCone. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  enclosed  in  my 
letter  to  Mr.  McCone  two  articles  by  the 
columnist,  Mr.  Joseph  Alsop,  and  I  asked 
Mr.  McCone — 

Can  you  tell  me,  therefore,  whether  you 
have  stated  to  Mr.  Alsop  or  to  any  other 
person  that  you  are  convinced  that  the 
Soviet  Union  is,  indeed,  now  or  has  been 
during  the  course  of  the  Geneva  test  ban 
negotiations,  testing  nuclear  weapons  se¬ 
cretly?  If  you  have  made  such  assertions 
can  you  tell  me  on  what  evidence  you  base 
your  conclusions. 

I  wrote  this  letter  because  a  great  deal 
of  loose  talk  was  going  on  around  the 
country  about  the  possibility  of  the  vio¬ 
lation  of  a  test  ban  agreement,  and  I  do 
not  believe  we  ought  to  countenance 
such  talk  if  it  cannot  be  backed  up  by 
fact.  If  there  are  indications  that  there 
have  been  violations  of  the  moratorium, 
then  it  is  the  duty  of  proper  officials  to 
protest  and  to  make  this  known.  If  not, 
it  is  their  duty  not  to  make  inconclusive 
statements  which  can  be  subject  to  mis¬ 
interpretation. 

Mr.  McCone,  in  his  reply  to  my  letter, 
stated : 

I  have  your  letter  of  June  14,  enclosing 
the  two  articles  by  Mr.  Joseph  Alsop  and 
inquiring  whether  or  not  I  have  made  state¬ 
ments  that  the  Soviet  Union  is  now  or  has 
been  conducting  clandestine  nuclear  tests. 
The  most  recent  comprehensive  public 
statement  on  the  general  subject  of  the  test 
moratorium  is  contained  in  the  record  of 
the  Commission’s  testimony  before  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  House 
Committee  on  Appropriations  on  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission’s  1961  fiscal  year  budget 
request. 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing,  in  a  recorded 
TV-tape  interview  at  Troy,  N.Y.,  on  June  10, 
prior  to  delivering  the  commencement  ad¬ 
dress  at  Rensselaer  Polytechnic  Institute,  I 
was  asked  the  following  question: 

“Is  there  any  reason  to  believe  that  the 
Russians  are  clandestinely  testing  despite 
their  unilateral  [announcement  of  a  mora¬ 
torium]  ?” 

My  response  was: 

“There  is  no  information  on  this  subject 
whatsoever.  However,  my  personal  views  are 
that  the  opportunities  are  great  and  it  is 
relatively  easy  to  do  and  there  is  no  possible 
means  of  detection.  Therefore,  I  feel  that 
they  would  be  tempted  to  carry  on  in  the 
absence  of  any  possibility  of  getting  caught.” 

The  reference  to  detection  in  my  response 
was,  of  course,  made  in  the  context  of  un¬ 
derground  nuclear  detonations  of  a  magni¬ 
tude  below  the  capabilities  of  existing  in¬ 
strumentation. 

In  summary,  I  am  not  aware  of  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  technical  evidence  which  would 
support  a  finding  that  the  Soviets  have  been 
testing  secretly  during  the  moratorium. 

I  ask  that  that  statement  of  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Cone’s  be  compared  with  the  following 
statement  of  Mr.  Alsop: 

With  his  usual  forthrightness,  McCone 
has  voiced  his  conviction  to  the  American 
policymakers  and  to  his  British  opposite 
numbers  as  well. 

I  submit  that  Mr.  McCone’s  statement 
refutes  the  statement  of  Mr.  Alsop.  If 
Mr.  Alsop  had  said  that  Mr.  McCone 
may  have  some  feeling  that  tests  are 


being  made,  or  that  he  feels  that  it  is 
possible  that  cheating  might  be  under¬ 
way,  that  would  be  one  thing.  But 
when  the  distinguished  and  noted  colum¬ 
nist  said  that  Mr.  McCone  is  “con¬ 
vinced,”  and  that  he  has  expressed  this 
forthrightly  to  our  own  policymakers 
and  to  our  British  friends,  then  I  say 
this  is  peddling  misinformation  that 
prejudices  the  success  of  the  negotia¬ 
tions  at  Geneva. 

There  is,  of  course,  a  possibility  of 
cheating.  We  understand  that.  That 
is  why  some  of  us  have  been  insisting 
for  years  that  we  should  step  up  our 
study  and  our  research  in  the  field  of  de¬ 
tection  and  inspection. 

This  is  why  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  insisted  that  the  Berkner  report  be 
acted  upon.  This  is  why  I  insisted  that 
the  full  text  of  the  Berkner  report  be  ' 
released  after  it  was  kept  secret  by  the 
Government  for  months.  This  is  why  I 
have  urged  that  we  appropriate  more 
money  for  seismographic  research.  This 
is  why  I  have  urged  that  our  NATO  al¬ 
lies  pool  our  scientific  efforts  in  the  field 
of  detection  and  inspection.  This  is 
why  I  have  urged  a  type  of  crash  pro¬ 
gram  on  the  part  of  our  Government  in 
the  field  of  nuclear  test  detection.  This 
is  why  I  have  urged  a  special  agency  in 
the  Government. 

Despite  all  those  urgings,  we  go  along 
at  a  snail’s  pace.  Despite  the  urgency  of 
the  matter  we  continue  to  deploy  our 
energies  in  this  country  in  a  debate  be¬ 
tween  those  who  say  that  we  cannot  de¬ 
tect  the  tests  and  those  who  say  we  can, 
when  it  is  a  fact  that  there  are  some 
tests  today  that  cannot  be  detected  if 
they  are  below  a  certain  magnitude,  and 
there  are  tests  above  the  threshold — 
above,  let  us  say,  a  19-kiloton  explo¬ 
sion — that  can  be  detected  with  exist¬ 
ing  seismographic  instrumentation,  plus 
the  fact  that  suggestions  were  made,  at 
least  theoretically  justified  or  theoreti¬ 
cally  valid,  that  would  improve  the  de¬ 
tection  immeasurably. 

I  do  not  want  to  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  if  it  is  to  be  filled  with  boobytraps 
and  loopholes.  We  do  not  want  an» 
agreement  for  the  sake  of  an  agreement. 
We  must  protect  our  security.  We  must 
be  sure  that  we  do  not  lend  ourselves  to 
a  device  or  an  agreement  which  would 
encourage  cheating.  But  on  the  other 
hand,  if  we  can  get  an  agreement  which 
will  slow  down  the  arms  race,  which,  let 
us  say,  could  include  within  it  the  Chi¬ 
nese  mainland,  and  thereby  thwart  or 
check  the  possibility  of  nuclear  weapons 
production  in  China,  I  think  it  would  be 
to  our  national  interest,  and  the  only 
way  I  know  we  can  do  this  is  to  talk 
responsibly  and  not  to  have  rumors 
working  the  streets  of  public  opinion. 

The  balance  of  Mr.  McCone’s  letter 
states — 

However,  there  is  no  reliable  assurance  to 
the  contrary.  It  is  possible  to  conduct 
underground  tests  without  detection  and  the 
gains  to  be  made  are  very  considerable. 
Therefore,  the  temptation  is  great  and  the 
risk  of  discovery  is  small. 

I  wish  to  thank  Mr.  McCone  for  his 
letter.  It  was  a  prompt  reply  to  a  direct 
question.  However,  the  problem  of  test 
detection  is  not  solely  within  the  con¬ 


fines  of  the  United  States.  We  have 
allies.  We  have  friends.  We  have 
many  ways  of  detecting  tests.  I  am 
hopeful,  therefore,  that  we  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  pursue  the  possibilities  of  an 
agreement  that  is  safeguarded,  and  I 
hope  that  the  half  truths  that  become 
so  much  a  part  of  current  talk,  and  so 
much  a  part  of  the  Washington  cocktail 
grist  mill  of  rumor  and  propaganda  will 
be  hushed,  and  that  the  facts  will  speak 
for  themselves. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

Exhibit  1 

[Prom  the  Washington  Post,  June  8,  1960] 
Back  to  Geneva 

The  State  Department  is  making  a  com¬ 
mendable  effort  to  dissociate  disarmament 
from  the  international  donnybrook  of  the 
last  month.  The  calm  note  promising  “most 
careful  and  serious  study”  for  the  new 
Soviet  disarmament  proposal  of  course  offers 
no  more  than  any  thoughtful  plan  on  this 
subject,  Soviet  or  Western,  ought  to  re¬ 
ceive.  But  dispassionate  consideration  of 
disarmament  has  been  made  difficult  by  Mr. 
Khrushchev’s  continuing  verbal  assaults, 
even  though  Soviet  actions  have  not  paral¬ 
leled  his  words. 

What  the  new  proposal  does,  basically, 
is  revise  the  timing  of  various  stages  of 
arms  control  so  as  to  meet,  superficially  at 
least,  several  Western  objections  to  previous 
deficiencies  in  the  control  system.  It  pays 
ostentatious  court  to  President  de  Gaulle 
in  calling  for  the  destruction  of  means  of 
delivery  of  nuclear  weapons,  including 
rockets  and  bombers,  in  the  first  stage.  It 
also  calls,  not  surprisingly,  for  the  abolition 
of  all  foreign  bases. 

One  major  hitch  obviously  is  that  the 
permanent  Control  Council  would  operate 
in  a  fashion  similar  to  the  United  Nations 
Security  Council,  with  permanent  and 
elected  members.  Mr.  Khrushchev  has  con¬ 
firmed  that  the  permanent  members  would 
have  a  veto,  which  could  vitiate  effective 
inspection.  Control  groups  could  be  sta¬ 
tioned  at  certain  installations  only  “by 
mutual  consent,”  and  this  also  would  leave 
quite  a  loophole. 

Yet  despite  many  well-warranted  doubts 
about  the  appearance  of  control  as  con¬ 
trasted  with  the  fact  of  control,  and  despite 
some  skepticism  about  the  imminence  or 
feasibility  of  the  idyllic  world  painted  by 
the  Soviet  note  with  no  force  stronger 
than  a  lightly  armed  militia,  the  subject  is 
so  important  that  every  possibility  must  be 
explored  and  examined.  It  is  possible  that 
the  Soviet  plan  actually  contains  some  ad¬ 
vances  that  could  become  the  basis  of  fur¬ 
ther  negotiations.  It  is  encouraging  that 
the  United  States  is  for  the  first  time  ser¬ 
iously  studying  what  is  militarily  permis¬ 
sible  in  disarmament. 

One  index  to  Soviet  intentions  will  be  seen 
in  whether  the  new  plan  is  used  as  a  spring¬ 
board  for  propaganda.  An  even  more  im¬ 
mediate  index  may  lie  in  the  Geneva  nuclear 
test  negotiations.  Considerable  progress  has 
been  made,  before  the  breakup  in  Paris  and 
the  subsequent  Soviet  recalcitrance,  in  nar¬ 
rowing  the  differences  on  a  test  agreement. 
Without  accord  on  a  relatively  simple  prob¬ 
lem  on  the  fringes  of  disarmament,  ap¬ 
proaches  to  the  larger  problem  of  real  arms 
control  might  seem  futile. 

At  the  same  time  the  United  States  could 
do  something  more  to  increase  the  chance  of 
a  test  agreement.  As  this  newspaper  often 
has  noted,  the  pulling  and  hauling  in  the 
administration  has  been  such  as  to  whet 
Soviet  suspicions  that  this  country  was  not 
serious.  Most  recently  the  Russians  have 
objected  to  the  administration’s  plan  for  a 
series  of  explosions  to  test  underground  de¬ 
tection  and  decoupling,  because  Soviet  scien- 
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ets  will  not  be  permitted  to  examine  the 
nuclear  devices  and  hence  fear  that  the  test 
ma^a cl vance  military  technology. 

It  Niy  be  that  the  Russians  are  determined 
not  tos^knowledge  that  there  is  any  possi¬ 
bility  ofevasion.  It  may  also  be  that  Ameri¬ 
can  law  vWild  prohibit  showing  the  devices 
themselves, Ns  apart  from  the  instrumenta¬ 
tion,  to  SovieB^cientists.  But  could  not  part 
of  tills  problenNbe  met  by  inviting  the  Rus¬ 
sians  to  supplyNtheir  own  nuclear  devices 
of  specified  force  aWl  in  equal  number  for  use 
under  their  directNi  in  the  experiments? 
Alternately,  it  migh\be  possible  to  select 
the  devices  to  be  deton^ed  by  lot,  or  to  use 
British  instead  of  eitheNvmerican  or  Soviet 
apparatus.  With  previously  agreed  instru¬ 
mentation  this  would  at  I^ast  assure  that 
neither  side  would  stand  to  benefit  more  than 
the  other.  And  this  sort  of  joint  effort  just 
might  hold  the  key  to  a  more  cooperative  ap¬ 
proach  on  the  larger  problems  ofNprms  con- 

JblfiL 


INCREASED  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 

RESIDENT  TEACHING  GRANTS  TO 

LAND-GRANT  INSTITUTIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  3450)  to  amend  section  22 
(relating  to  the  endowment  and  support 
of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  mechanic 
arts)  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  to 
increase  the  authorized  appropriation 
for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land- 
grant  institutions. 

Mr,  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I 
strongly  support  S.  3450,  which  increases 
the  authorization  for  resident  teaching 
program  at  land  grant  institutions. 
This  program  was  conceived  and  put  into 
operation  through  the  Mon-ill  Act  of 
1862.  It  has,  through  the  years,  been  a 
vital  instrument  in  strengthening  our 
educational  and  research  programs,  with 
primary  emphasis  placed  on  instruction 
in  agriculture,  mechanical  arts,  and  has 
included  courses  in  military  science  and 
tactics. 

This  bill  increases  the  authorization 
for  land  grant  institutions  by  $9,448,500 
but  leaves  the  annual  appropriation 
completely  to  the  discretion  of  the  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee.  This  is  cer¬ 
tainly  a  modest  request  and  will  not 
fully  take  care  of  decreases  in  purchas¬ 
ing  power  since  passage  of  the  Bank- 
head-Jones  Act  of  1935. 

Mr.  President,  the  land  grant  colleges 
are  making  a  tremendous  contribution  to 
higher  education  in  the  United  States. 
Their  enrollment  has  increased  from 
190,000  in  1935  to  a  current  enrollment 
of  650,000.  Today,  more  than  21  per¬ 
cent  of  students  in  4-year  colleges  and 
universities  are  enrolled  in  land  grant 
institutions.  These  institutions  train 
100  percent  of  all  those  receiving  doc¬ 
tor’s  degrees  and  80  percent  of  these 
getting  bachelor’s  degrees  4n  agriculture. 
I  am  personally  proud  of  their  record  in 
the  training  of  students  in  science.  Over 
50  percent  of  all  doctor’s  degrees  in  basic 
biological  sciences  are  granted  by  land 
grant  colleges  which  also  grant  over  50 
percent  of  all  master’s  degrees  in  that 
field. 

An  estimated  95  percent  of  all  ento¬ 
mologists  in  this  country  obtain  their  de¬ 
grees  from  land  grant  institutions  and 
55  percent  of  all  people  who  start  out  in 
bacteriology  and  its  related  field  also  ob¬ 
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tain  their  degrees  from  these  institu¬ 
tions. 

It  is  impressive  to  note  that  35  percent 
of  all  students  who  later  go  into  medi¬ 
cine,  veterinary  medicine,  and  dentistry 
get  their  first  degrees  from  land  grant 
institutions. 

Another  important  field  of  training  is 
military  science  and  tactics,  which  has 
been  of  great  value  to  the  defense  of 
our  Nation.  Between  World  War  I  and 
World  War  II,  the  land  grant  colleges 
furnished  annually  from  50  percent  to 
70  percent  of  all  young  men  receiving 
commissions  through  the  Reserve  Offi¬ 
cers  Training  Corps.  These  institutions 
continue  to  play  a  vital  part  in  our  mili¬ 
tary  training  programs,  and  I  am  highly 
pleased  with  this  outstanding  record. 

I  have  first-hand  knowledge  of  land 
grant  colleges  and  the  wonderful  contri¬ 
butions  which  they  are  making  to  edu¬ 
cation,  for  it  was  there  that  I  received 
my  first  degree — at  Mississippi  A.  &  M. 
College,  now  known  as  Mississippi  State 
University. 

The  funds  authorized  by  this  bill  will 
help  to  strengthen  programs  in  agricul¬ 
ture,  mechanical  arts,  English,  mathe¬ 
matics,  the  natural  and  physical  sciences 
and  economic  science  at  Missisippi  State 
University  and  other  land  grant  insti¬ 
tutions  throughout  the  United  States. 

This  is  certainly  a  modest  request  for 
such  an  important  program,  and  I  hope 
that  this  bill  will  receive  the  full  support 
of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  the 
pending  bill  would  authorize  increased 
appropriations  in  the  form  of  grant 
funds  for  resident  teaching  at  land- 
grant  institutions.  It  would  also  au¬ 
thorize  the  University  of  Puerto  Rico  to 
participate  in  the  benefits  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  on  the  same  basis  as  the  States. 

Specifically,  with  respect  to  the  ap¬ 
propriation  authorization  the  bill  would : 

First,  increase  the  amount  to  be  equal¬ 
ly  distributed  to  States  from  $1  million 
each  fiscal  year  to  $7,650,000;  and  sec¬ 
ond,  increase  the  amount  to  be  distribut¬ 
ed  annually  on  the  basis  of  relative  pop¬ 
ulation  from  $1,501,500  each  fiscal  year 
to  $4,300,000. 

This  would  amount  to  a  total  increase 
of  only  $9,448,500  to  be  distributed 
among  the  68  land-grant  colleges  and 
universities. 

Land-grant  teaching  funds  are  avail¬ 
able  for  support  of  instruction  in  a  wide 
range  of  basic  and  applied  subjects  relat¬ 
ed  to  agriculture  and  engineering.  The 
limitation  placed  on  their  use  by  the 
statutes  is  that  they  be  expended  for 
teaching  and  that  this  teaching  be  in 
“agriculture,  the  mechanic  arts,  and  sub¬ 
jects  related  thereto.”  The  interpreta¬ 
tion  of  this  language  has  been  broad, 
as  Congress  clearly  intended  it  to  be,  and 
has  permitted  support  of  instruction  in 
the  land-grant  colleges  in  accordance 
with  the  changing  scientific  and  techni¬ 
cal  needs  of  our  society.  Thus  instruc¬ 
tion  is  supported  in  the  basic  fields  of 
physical  science  such  as  chemistry, 
physics,  and  metallurgy,  as  well  as  in 
all  the  fields  of  engineering  which  are 
based  on  the  application  of  these  sub¬ 
jects.  The  funds  may  be  used  in  botany, 
zoology,  bacteriology,  and  entomology — 


the  sciences  basic  to  agriculture,  as  well 
as  in  the  applied  fields  of  agriculture  it¬ 
self.  They  may  be  used  for  mathematics, 
essential  in  all  scientific  fields,  and  for 
basic  instruction  in  English.  They  may 
also  be  used  for  support  of  the  important 
and  growing  field  of  veterinary  medicine, 
so  basic  both  to  human  and  animal 
health. 

A  report  from  the  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  for  fis¬ 
cal  1959  shows  the  multiple  use  made 
of  these  funds  totally  and  by  the  in¬ 
dividual  States. 

For  example,  of  the  $5  million  total 
available  in  fiscal  1959,  about  $1.4  mil¬ 
lion  was  devoted  to  engineering,  or  the 
mechanic  arts;  about  $657,000  to  Eng¬ 
lish;  approximately  $1.3  million  to  nat¬ 
ural  and  physical  sciences;  some  $446,- 
000  to  mathematical  sciences;  about 
$792,000  to  agriculture,  and  about  $398,- 
000  to  economic  science  and  the  special 
preparation  of  teachers. 

Individual  States  may  allocate  their 
funds  differently.  For  example,  two 
States  with  about  the  same  total  ex¬ 
penditures  show  quite  different  emphasis 
in  the  use  of  funds.  Both  Kentucky  and 
Louisiana  devote  about  $28,000  to  agri¬ 
culture,  but  Kentucky  allocates  about 
$60,000  to  the  mechanic  arts,  and  about 
$2,000  to  $4,000  to  other  subjects  while 
Louisiana,  on  the  other  hand,  allocates 
only  about  $13,000  to  the  mechanic  arts 
and  from  $8,000  to  $18,000  to  other  sub¬ 
jects.  A  table  can  be  found  on  pages 
5  and  6  of  the  report  showing  individual 
State  use  of  these  funds. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  an  ex¬ 
cerpt  from  the  report  and  a  table  be 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
and  table  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows; 

HISTORY  OF  THE  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 

The  national  system  of  land-grant  colleges 
and  universities  was  established  by  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  first  Morrill  Act  in  1862.  Under 
this  act  each  State  was  offered  grants  of 
Federal  land  proportionate  to  its  membership 
in  Congress,  the  land  to  be  sold  and  the  pro¬ 
ceeds  invested  as  a  permanent  endowment 
fund  with  the  income  going  for  the  sup¬ 
port  of  teaching  in  at  least  one  college  in 
each  State.  The  use  of  this  money  for  the 
construction,  maintnenance,  or  repair  of 
buildings  was  prohibited.  This  college  was 
to  emphasize  agriculture,  the  mechanic  arts, 
and  subjects  related  thereto-,  and  to  include 
military  tactics  in  its  course  offerings.  The 
act  provided  that  other  scientific  and  clas¬ 
sical  subjects  should  not  be  excluded  and 
said  that  the  great  objective  was  the  liberal 
and  practical  education  of  the  industrial 
classes  in  the  several  pursuits  and  profes¬ 
sions  of  life. 

It  was  apparently  the  intention  of  the 
Congress  at  the  time  of' the  passage  of  the 
first  Morrill  Act  that  the  income  from  the 
national  endowment  would  fully  support 
instruction  in  these  colleges.  The  States 
were  required  to  furnish  the  buildings  and 
equipment,  or  see  that  they  were  furnished. 
Control  over  the  methods  of  instruction,  etc., 
was  reserved  entirely  to  the  States. 

As  time  passed,  it  .became  clear  that  the 
income  from  the  land  endowment  would  not 
support  the  instructional  program  of  the 
colleges  if  they  were  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
young  people  of  their  States  and  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  Thus  State  support  for  instruction,  as 
well  as  for  buildings  and  equipment,  became 
an  increasingly  important  factor. 
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In  1890,  the  Congress  recognized  that  Fed¬ 
eral  instructional  support  from  the  land- 
endowment  investment  was  far  short  of  what 
had  been  contemplated,  and  passed  the  sec-,- 
ond  Morrill  Act,  providing  direct  annual 
grants  to  the  colleges  for  instruction  in  agri¬ 
culture,  the  mechanical  arts,  and  subjects 
related  thereto.  This  act  was  passed  unani¬ 
mously  in  both  Houses  of  Congress.  In  1907, 
it  was  amended  and  increased,  and  consti¬ 
tutes  a  permanent  appropriation  act  in  the 
amount  of  $2,550,000,  representing  $50,000  to 
each  State  and  Puerto  Rico  for  use  in  sup¬ 
porting  instruction  in  the  land-grant  in¬ 
stitutions  of  those  States. 

In  1935,  the  Congress  included  in  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Act,  as  authored  by  this 
committee,  a  provision  which  granted  an 
additional  $20,000  to  each  State  for  teaching 
purposes  in  its  land-grant  institutions,  and 
an  additional  amount  which  is  distributed 
to  each  State  on  the  basis  of  population. 
The  total  of  funds  authorized  under  this 
title  of  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act  is  now 
$2,501,500,  of  which  $1  million  is  distributed 
on  the  basis  of  $20,000  to  each  of  the  50 
States;  and  the  remainder  on  a  population 
basis.  Puerto  Rico  is  not  included  in  this 
act,  but  would  be  included  as  the  act  is 
amended  by  this  bill. 

BASIS  OP  INCREASED  AUTHORIZATION 

Since  1935  the  population  of  the  United 
States,  upon  which  part  of  the  appointment 
of  land-grant  funds  is  based,  has  increased 
40  percent.  Also,  since  1935  we  have  had  an 
inflation  of  100  percent.  The  present  total 


of  annual  appropriations  to  land-grant  in¬ 
stitutions  for  teaching  purposes  from  the 
Morrill  Act  of  1890,  as  amended,  and  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Act  of  1935  is  $5,051,500. 
The  bill  would  increase  that  amount  by 
applying  the  40-percent  population  increase 
factor  and  the  100-percent  inflationary  fac¬ 
tor  to  this  1935  level  of  appropriation.  In 
addition,  authorization  would  be  added  to 
permit  Puerto  Rico  to  participate  on  an 
equal  basis  with  institutions  in  other  States. 
The  second  Morrill  Act  of  1890  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  permanent  appropriation. 
Therefore,  this  bill  amends  only  the  Bank¬ 
head-Jones  Act  merely  increasing  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  this  purpose,  leaving  the 
actual  appropriation  to  be  made  in  the 
usual  manner  through  annual  appropriation 
acts. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  is  a  mod¬ 
est  proposal.  Had  it  used  as  a  basis  for  the 
increase  the  increase  in  enrollment  in  land- 
grant  institutions  since  1935,  which  was  sug¬ 
gested  to  the  committee  as  being  equitable, 
the  increase  in  authorized  appropriations 
would  have  been  several  times  as  large.  En¬ 
rollments  in  the  land-grant  institutions  were 
about  190,000  in  1935.  Of  these  only  15,000 
were  in  the  advanced  and  highly  expensive 
and  important  category  of  graduate  students. 
Currently  the  enrollments  are  approximately 
650,000,  of  which  75,000  are  graduate  stu¬ 
dents.  Thus,  there  is  an  increase  of  340 
percent  in  total  enrollment  and  an  increase 
of  500  percent  in  graduate  enrollment  in 
these  land-grant  institutions.  Thus,  on  the 


basis  of  the  Job  the  land-grant  institutions 
are  doing  today,  as  compared  to  1935,  an  in¬ 
crease  in  Federal  participation  of  at  least 
$30  million  would  have  been  justified. 

USE  OF  FUNDS 

Land-grant  teaching  funds  are  available 
for  support  of  instruction  in  a  wide  range 
of  basic  and  applied  subjects  related  to  ag¬ 
riculture  and  engineering.  The  limitation 
placed  on  their  use  by  the  statutes  is  that 
they  be  expended  for  teaching  and  that  this 
teaching  be  in  “agriculture,  the  mechanic 
arts,  and  subjects  related  thereto.”  The  in¬ 
terpretation  of  this  language  has  been  broad, 
as  Congress  clearly  intended  it  to  be,  and 
has  permitted  support  of  instruction  in  the 
land-grant  colleges  in  accordance  with  the 
changing  scientific  and  technical  needs  of 
our  society.  Thus  instruction  is  supported 
in  the  basic  fields  of  physical  science  such 
as  chemistry,  physics,  and  metallurgy,  as  well 
as  in  all  the  fields  of  engineering  which  are 
based  on  the  application  of  these  subjects. 
The  funds  may  be  used  in  botany,  zoology, 
bacteriology,  and  entomology — the  sciences 
basic  to  agriculture,  as  well  as  in  the  applied 
fields  of  agriculture  itself.  They  may  be 
used  for  mathematics,  essential  in  all  scien¬ 
tific  fields,  and  for  basic  instruction  in  Eng¬ 
lish.  They  may  also  be  used  for  support  of 
the  important  and  growing  field  of  veteri¬ 
nary  medicine,  so  basic  both  to  human  and 
animal  health. 

The  following  table  shows  the  uses  to 
which  these  funds  were  put  in  the  fiscal 
year  1959. 

(from  Federal  funds  appropriated  for  instruc - 


Expenditures  of  Morrill-Nelson  and  Bankhead-Jones  funds,  by  field,  year  ended  June  30,  1959 

tion  at  land-grant  colleges  and  universities) 


State 


(1) 


Total. 


Alabama  1 _ 

Alaska _ _ 

Arizona - - 

Arkansas  1 _ _ — 

California - 

Colorado. . . . . 

Connecticut _ 

Delaware  1 _ 

Florida  A. _ 

Georgia  *... . . 

Hawaii . . . 

Idaho _ 

Illinois . - 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky  ‘ . — 

Louisiana  1 _ 

Maine _ _ 

Maryland  1 - - - 

Massachusetts  1 - 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi 1 - - 

Missouri 1 _ — 

Montana _ 

Nebraska . - . . 

Nevada _ 

New  Hampshire - 

New  Jersey - - - 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York - 

North  Carolina  1 - - 

North  Dakota— . 

Ohio. - - 

Oklahoma . . 

Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

Rhode  Island- . 

South  Carolina  1 - 

South  Dakota . . 

Tennessee  1 - 

Texas  1 _ 

Utah . - . 

Vermont _ 

Virginia  1 _ 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming.. . . 


Expenditures 


Total 

(2) 


;5, 051, 622.  73 


54, 919, 805.  82 


100,  541.  43 
71,283.24 

77,  464.  20 
89, 047.  71 

175,  599.  47 
83,  218. 00 
90, 008.  98 
73, 172.  90 
98, 065.  51 
104,  360.  28 
75,  460.  99 

78,  871.  76 
156,  905.  51 
109,244.  59 

96, 145.  67 
89, 005.70 
99, 374.  97 
96,  768.  55 
79, 115.  06 
93,371.85 
116,  788.  72 
133,  559.  50 
99,  750.  80 
91, 735. 06 
109, 446.  30 

75,  895.  57 
83, 222.  20 
71,  596.  86 
75,319. 18 

■  118,233.27 

76,  794. 96 
217, 188.  69 
110,  518.  47 

76, 180. 98 
149,  269.  02 

92,  278.  07 
85, 175.  65 

174,  719.  55 
50,  000.  21 

77,  899.  30 
91, 117.  72 
76,  511.  20 

102,  835.  48 
146,  920.  54 
76,  871.  52 
73, 768.  09 
103, 104.  43 

93,  730.  58 
90, 005. 74 

104, 260.  60 
72, 898. 08 


Salaries 

(3) 


Facilities 

(4) 


$131, 816.  91 


94, 349.  43 
71,283.24 
77,  464.  26 
88,  145.  65 
175,  599.  47 
83,218.00 
90, 008.  98 
68,  433.  29 
98,065.  51 
104, 360.  28 
75, 460.  99 
75,  871.76 
156,905.  51 
109, 244.  59 
96, 145.  67 
89, 005.  70 
99, 374.  97 
96, 768.  55 
79, 115.  06 
93, 371.  85 
116,  622.  72 
133,  559.  50 
99,  750.  80 
91,735.  06 
103,  365.  96 
75,  895.  57 
83,  222.  20 
71,  596.  86 

75,  319. 18 
118, 233.  27 

76,  728.  00 
210, 305.  03 
110,  518.  47 

76, 180.  98 
149,  269.  02 
92,  278.  07 

85. 175.  65 
174,  719.  55 

50,  000.  21 
77, 899.  30 
91, 117.  72 
76,  511.  20 

98. 175.  48 
64, 083.  40 
76,  871.  52 
73, 768. 09 

103, 104.  43 
93, 730.  58 
88, 038.  24 
96,  668.  92 
72, 898. 08 


6, 192. 00 


Expenditures  by  subject-matter  field 


Agriculture 

(5) 


Mechanic 

arts 


(6) 


English 

language 


(7) 


Mathematical 
science 


(8) 


$792, 445.  73  $1, 415, 823. 04 


632. 06 


4, 739.  67 


2  14,  577.  00 
1, 422.  00 


2  9,  388.  48 
23,  400.  00 


166.  00 


6, 080. 34 


66.  96 
6, 883.  66 


11,087.00 
13,270.00 
25, 000. 13 
51, 200.  28 


30, 903.  76 


7, 104.  00 
27,  831. 00 


28, 610.  87 
28, 128.  75 
4,  956.  70 
9,  499.  00 
1,  782.  82 
14,  700.  00 
13,  277.  00 
6, 009.  00 
2  9, 289.  25 
13, 874.  94 


6,  770. 12 


34, 000.  00 
2  24,  284.  96 
2  86,  428.  40 
32,  500.  00 


4,  660.  00 
92,  837. 14 


1,  967.  50 
7, 691.  58 


15, 070.  02 
29,  528. 80 
28, 000.  00 
11,  004.  00 
50,  000.  21 
12, 721.  30 
6,  000.  00 


2  30,  502.  00 
15,  841. 16 


2  15,  646.  97 
51,300.00 
16,  634.  63 
20,  520.  00 
14,  502.  59 
18, 328.  88 
8,  750. 00 
5, 856.  00 
17, 176.  00 
30, 328. 00 
54, 000.  00 
23, 286.  67 

25,  731.  70 
59,  743.  60 
13, 364.  75 

26,  449.  03 


3  17, 384.  77 
2  35,  756.  00 
8, 130. 00 
9, 541. 24 
12, 647. 05 


*27,366.88 


2  29,  078. 00 
28,  940.  00 
31,311.00 

20,  047.  00 
*  65, 123. 47 

22, 029. 13 
83, 222.  20 
23, 015.  00 

21,  500.  00 
20, 000.  00 
20,  244.  00 
97,  760.  29 
50, 000.  37 
60, 934.  43 
62,  503.  00 
13,  000.  00 
16,  600.  00 
62, 004.  00 


$656, 806. 11 


19, 417. 00 
35,  253.  72 
27, 166.  64 

2  13,  564.  71 

3  34, 005.  00 

7, 700. 04 
18,  000.  00 
29, 119. 10 


2  19,  868.  43 
10, 113.  45 
25, 632.  26 
9,  733. 00 


26, 393.  97 
16, 200. 00 
30, 149.  68 
12, 101. 00 
6, 800. 00 


45, 913.  51 


18,  585. 00 
17, 121. 00 
2, 100. 00 
13,  706.  28 
8,  451.  52 
23, 000. 00 
12,  872.  00 


11, 409. 00 
17,  209.  80 
9, 274.  90 
8, 075.  00 


4,  511.  68 
36,  500.  00 
18, 000.  00 
6, 108. 00 
25, 000.  00 
7,  047.  00 


$446, 076. 24 


$1, 342, 139. 65 


8,  560. 00 

9,  441.  22 


4, 199.  08 


16,  783. 15 
6, 240. 00 
5,  781.  00 
35, 452.  50 
8,000.00 
13, 168.  70 


17,  492. 00 


5, 673. 00 
9,  992.  00 
2,000.00 
14,  631.  00 
6,  332.  58 
12, 000. 00 
13,  984.  67 


12, 337. 00 
10, 144.  21 
*  2,  723. 14 
5,  833.  30 


28, 156.  31 


46, 322. 96 


41,  992. 24 
3,  000.  00 
3, 175.  65 
23, 356.  00 


9, 132. 00 
15, 148.  00 
11, 978.  00 
*  8, 500. 00 


18, 616. 44 


12, 731. 15 
40, 351.  63 
*10,304.52 

’*'i6,"644.~65 


8, 000.  00 

4,  608.  00 


10, 000.  00 


20, 856.  00 
12, 943.  00 
6,  200.  00 
9, 392.  00 


13, 125.  00 
13, 214.  00 
11,  888. 88 
*  15,  000.  00 
*  117.  00 
12,  050.  04 
14, 726.  85 
12, 949. 11 


15,  666.  50 
8,  500.  00 
8, 914.  00 


Tm  atural  and 
physical 
science 

(9) 


a  19, 713. 00 
19, 943.  77 
44,  560.  00 
39, 695.  98 
75, 699.  47 
23,  406.  25 
27,  501.  98 
7,  999.  92 
7, 183.  00 

17,  500.  00 
20, 367.  52 

18,  942.  00 
63, 172.  00 
48, 140.  59 
10,  923. 00 
20,  227. 00 

2,  400.  00 
18,  523.  85 
23,  316.  36 
40,  872.  85 
40,  441.  23 
76,  819.  50 
12, 905.  00 
22, 329.  23 
a  19, 467.  41 
15, 666.  60 


Economic 

science 


GO) 


$370, 883.  59 


7,321.00 
14,  521.  64 
7, 272.  00 
10,  383.  30 
16, 800.  00 


8, 460.  00 
1, 469.  67 


8,  860.  00 
36,068.77 
8, 850.  00 


Special 
preparation 
of  teachers 

(H) 


9, 143. 75 
7,700.00 
33, 233.  27 
15,  850.  00 
8, 000.  00 
7,471.10 
7, 945.  83 
8,  847,  76 
24, 406.  27 
22, 300.  00 
68,  963.  55 


9,  847. 00 
15, 934.  00 
3,  890.  00 

8,  413.  92 

9,  608.  87 

8, 000. 00 

18, 630. 00 
3, 100.  00 
14,  540.  80 
14, 245.  82 
2  3, 207.  26 
10,  416.  60 


9,  619. 18 
5, 000.  00 
5,  700.  00 


1,500. 00 
7,300.72 


$9,  400.  00 
9,  900.  00 


16, 332.  00 
9,  752. 00 
25, 477. 68 
a  40, 800. 00 
a  75, 150.  54 
14, 499. 96 
16, 000. 00 
23, 776.  64 
53, 378. 95 
a  64,  034.  72 
17,  506.  04 
33, 852. 08 


7, 172,  00 
6, 250.  00 


a  7,  586. 00 
a  306. 00 
15,  875.  04 
15,  500.  00 
11, 881. 38 


a  4, 564. 62 
13,  488.  00 


$27, 448. 37 


8, 400. 00 


3,250.00 


630.  50 


3, 971. 00 
1,  750.  00 
a  360.  87 


2, 000.  00 


6,  500.  00 
"i’586.'O0 


i  Includes  expenditures  for  the  2  land-grant  institutions  in  this  State, 
a  Includes  expenditures  for  facilities. 


Source-  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare:  Office  of  Education,  Apr.  26, 
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CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


IM PORTA NCE  OF  THE  LAND-GRANT  INSTITUTIONS 

The  68  land-grant  colleges  and  universi¬ 
ties  constitute  fewer  than  5  percent  of  all 
the  institutions  of  higher  education  of  all 
kinds  in  the  United  States,  and  they  enroll 
more  than  21  percent  of  all  the  students 
in  4-year  colleges  and  universities.  But  their 
significance  is  out  of  all  proportion  to  their 
enrolhnent.  They  train  100  percent  of  all 
those  who  receive  doctor’s  degrees  in  agricul¬ 
ture  and  more  than  80  percent  of  all  those 
getting  bachelor’s  degrees. 

In  the  basic  biological  sciences,  they  grant 
56  percent  of  all  doctor’s  degrees — the  level 
of  training  required  for  research,  and  over 
50  percent  at  the  master’s  degree  level,  re¬ 
quired  for  secondary  teaching  in  this  im¬ 
portant  field.  Ninety-five  percent  of  all  en¬ 
tomologists  in  this  country,  the  men  and 
women  who  deal  with  our  insect  pests,  get 
their  first  degrees  at  land-grant  institutions, 
as  do  55  percent  of  all  people  who  start  out 
in  bacteriology  and  its  related  fields  so  es¬ 
sential  in  both  agriculture  and  in  the  health 
sciences.  About  37  percent  of  all  students 
who  later  go  into  medicine,  veterinary  medi¬ 
cine,  and  dentistry  get  their  first  degrees  at 
land-grant  institutions.  At  the  doctor’s  de¬ 
gree  level  of  professional  training  these  in¬ 
stitutions  graduate  93  percent  of  all  so  train¬ 
ed  in  the  United  States. 

Thirty  percent  of  all  those  who  get  mas¬ 
ter’s  degrees  in  mathematics  in  the  United 
States — the  level  required  for  secondary 
school  teaching — get  these  degrees  at  land- 
grant  institutions;  while  at  the  doctoral  level 
required  for  high  level  research  and  college 
teaching  the  figure  is  more  than  39  percent. 
In  the  related  field  of  statistics,  the  land- 
grant  institutions  grant  48  percent  of  all 
first  degrees  and  nearly  60  percent  of  all 
doctoral  degrees. 

In  engineering,  41  percent  of  all  engineers 
receiving  their  first  degrees  in  the  United 
States  come .  from  land-grant  institutions; 
while  at  the  doctor’s  degree  level  the  figure 
is  nearly  53  percent.  And  72  percent  of  all 
the  forestry  students  in  the  country  get  their 
degrees  in  the  land-grant  group. 

In  the  basic  physical  sciences:  The  land- 
grant  institutions  give  42  percent  of  all  doc¬ 
toral  degrees  in  all  fields,  including  36  per¬ 
cent  of  all  physicists,  40  percent  of  all  chem¬ 
ists,  and  73  percent  of  all  geologists. 

MILITARY  TRAINING 

There  is  another  teaching  area  in  which 
the  land-grant  college  system  is  of  great  im¬ 
portance — the  field  of  military  science  and 
tactics.  The  act  of  July  2,  1862,  requires 
that  institutions  established  thereunder 
must  include  training  in  military  tactics. 
Although  there  was  no  formal  way  in  which 
this  training  could  lead  to  formal  status  in 
the  Armed  Forces  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  National  Defense  Act  of  1920  which 
founded  the  ROTC  program,  the  records 
show  that  at  least  100,000  men  who  had 
military  training  in  land-grant  institutions 
served  in  World  War  I,  and  that  30,000  of 
them  became  officers.  Between  World  War  I 
and  World  War  II,  the  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions  furnished  annually  from  50  to  70  per¬ 
cent  of  all  young  men  receiving  commissions 
via  the  Reserve  Officers* Training  Corps  pro¬ 
gram.  General  Marshall  is  authority  for  the 
statement  that  mobilization  in  World  War  n 
would  have  been  delayed  at  least  6  months 
without  the  availability  of  these  men.  Presi¬ 
dent  Eisenhower,  while  Chief  of  Staff  of  the 
Army,  made  a  similar  observation.  Since 
World  War  n  there  has  been  a  vast  expansion 
of  the  number  of  colleges  and  universities 
offering  military  training;  but  the  land-grant 
institutions,  at  a  conservative  estimate,  still 
furnish  substantially  more  than  a  third  of  all 
Regular  and  Reserve  officers  not  supplied  by 
the  military  academies. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  am  I 
correct  in  my  understanding  that  the 
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somewhat  increased  authorization  would 
not  mean  an  enlargement  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  as  against  the  1935  level? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  It  takes  account  of 
the  inflation  which  we  have  had  and  the 
deflated  value  of  the  dollar.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  And  also  takes  into 
consideration  the  increase  in  population. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  That  is  the 
yardstick  that  was  used  by  those  pro¬ 
posing  the  legislation. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be 
no  amendment  to  be  offered,  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  engrossment  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  was  read  the  third 
time,  and  passed,  as  follows ; 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  329),  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more 
complete  endowment  and  support  of  the  col¬ 
leges  in  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico 
entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled 
‘An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several 
States  and  Territories  which  may  provide 
colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  and 
the  mechanic  arts,’  approved  July  2,  1862, 
as  amended  and  supplemented  (7  U.S.C. 
301-328) ,  there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  annually,  out  of  any  money  in 
the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the 
following  amounts : 

“(a)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  and 
for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $7,650,000; 
and 

“(b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  and 
for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $4,300,000. 

“The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 
paragraph  (a)  shall  be  paid  annually  to  the 
several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in  equal 
shares.  The  sums  appropriated  in  pursu¬ 
ance  of  paragraph  (b)  shall  be  in  addition 
to  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  para¬ 
graph  (a)  and  shaU  be  allotted  and  paid 
annually  to  each  of  the  several  States  and 
Puerto  Rico  in  the  proportion  to  which  the 
total  population  of  each  State  and  Puerto 
Rico  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States  and  Puerto  Rico  as  determined  by  the 
last  preceding  decennial  census.  Sums  ap¬ 
propriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section  shall 
be  in  addition  to  sums  appropriated  or  au¬ 
thorized  under  such  Act  of  July  2,  1862,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  and  shall  be 
applied  only  for  the  purposes  of  the  colleges 
defined  in  such  Act,  as  amended  and  sup¬ 
plemented.  The  provisions  of  law  applica¬ 
ble  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums  under 
the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  apply  a  portion 
of  the  proceedings  of  the  public  lands  to  the 
more  complete  endowment  and  support  of 
the  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture 
and  the  mechanic  arts  established  under  the 
provisions  of  an  Act  of  Congress  approved 
July  2,  1862,’  approved  August  30,  1890,  as 
amended  and  supplemented,  shall  apply  to 
the  use  and  payment  of  sums  appropriated 
in  pursuance  of  this  section.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  reconsider  the 
vote  by  which  the  bill  was  passed. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  move  to  lay  that 
motion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to  lay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


ACCELERATION  OF  REFORESTA¬ 
TION  PROGRAMS / 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  P^sident,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  thaythe  Senate 
proceed  to  the  consideration  of  Calen¬ 
dar  No.  1716,  Senate  Joird/Resolution  95. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  Ee  stated  by  title 
for  the  informatioiyTif  the  Senate- 

The  LEGisLATivEyCLERK.  A  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (S.J.  Res^J5)  to  provide  for  the 
acceleration  ofJme  various  reforestation 
programs  of  t^e  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  th^Department  of  the  Interior, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  jojnt  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion. 

/  Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  the 
joint  resolution  was  reported  unani¬ 
mously  by  the  committee,  and  has  been 
cleared  with  the  minority. 

I  want  to  salute  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  and  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken]  for  their  co¬ 
operative  effort  in  bringing  before  the 
Senate  this  resolution  on  reforestation. 

Cosponsoring  this  resolution  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  those  two  Senators  are  Mr.  Byrd 
of  West  Virginia,  Mr.  Hart,  Mr.  Kuchel, 
Mr.  Murray,  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr.  Sten- 
nis,  Mr.  Morse,  and  our  late  colleague, 
Dick  Neuberger. 

When  I  spoke  on  April  20  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  I  pointed  out  that  had  we 
proceeded  under  the  schedule  of  the 
1950  Anderson-Mansfield  Act,  we  would 
today  have  almost  completed  the  job 
on  the  national  forests.- 

If  we  had  followed  the  Clarke-McNary 
Act  principles,  the  job  on  small  private 
woodlands  would  be  much,  much  fur¬ 
ther  along  today. 

This  administration  can  take  scant 
comfort  in  its  record  on  reforestation. 

Year  after  year  the  Congress  has 
Vlded  funds  for  this  work,  but  the  ad¬ 
ministration  has  not  sought  an  increase. 
To \ne,  the  logic  of  their  position  js  to¬ 
tally  incomprehensible. 

I  look  upon  this  resolution  as  an  ex- 
pressioiXby  the  Congress  to  the  next 
administnRion. 

I  repeat'ttie  views  I  expressed  to  the 
Interior  andNtnsular  Affairs  Committee. 
I  will  let  others  make -excuses.  For  my 
own  part,  I  rejesff  a  policy  that  says  we 
cannot  afford  to  Purposely  carry  out  a 
program  of  reforesting  our  public  lands 
within  the  next  lOVears.  Any  other 
course  is  that  of  a  wattrel  of  the  public 
interest  and  a  dodger  ona  public  respon¬ 
sibility.  Let  those  witlv'vio  confidence 
in  our  Nation’s  capabilitiessrecord  their 
trepidations  and  bear  the  burdens. 

I  urge  we  adopt  Senate  Joint  Resolu¬ 
tion  95. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  an  excerpt  from  the  repoi\on 
the  bill.  \ 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 
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24.  DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961,  Received  the  conference  report 
this  bill,  H.  R.  11998  (H,  Kept,  2040).  pp.  13891-3 

25. \pENERAL  GOVERNMENT  MATTERS  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961  a  Received  the  conferee 
•eport  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  11389  (H,  Rept,  2039),  pp.  13893-4 

26.  RYUT5STCJ  ISLANDS.  -Concurred  in'  Senate,  amendments  to  H.  R.  1157,  providing  for 
the  economic  and  social  development  in  the  Ryukyu  Islands  (p.  138^6) .  This 
bill  wijl  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

27.  FOREIGN  Atfl^AIRS.  Passed,  by  a  vote  of  249 -to  158,  without  amendment,  H.  R. 
11001,  to  provide  for  the  participation  of  the  U0  S.  in  the/lntemational  De¬ 
velopment  Association,  pp.  13896-7 

28.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12383,  to  amem/ the  Federal  Employees 

Compensation  ActN:o  make  the  benefits  more  realistic /in  terms  of  present  wage 
rates,  pp.  13921-! 

29.  VETERANS’  BENEFITS.  Phased,  by  a  vote  of  395  to  /  with  amendment,  H.  R.  7903, 

to  extend  for  2  years  tije  veterans’  guarantee dyand  direct  loan  program,  pp, 
13925-32 

Concurred  in  the  SenatX amendment  to  H.  5040,  to  amend  and  clarify  the 
reemployment  provisions  of  she  Universal  Military  Training  and  Service  Act 
(p.  13938).  This  bill  will  wqw  be  sent  the  President, 


30.  LEGISLATIVE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961. 
ments  in  disagreement  on  this  biT 
ferees  have  been  appointed. 


louse  conferees  were  appointed  on  amend- 
R.  12232  (pp.  13938-9).  Senate  con- 


31.  RECLAMATION.  The  Interior  and  Ldsular ^f fairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but 
did  not  actually  report)  S.  68',  to  provide  for  the  continued  delivery  of  water 
under  the  Federal  reclamatipn  laws  to  lan^s  held  by  husband  and  wife  upon  the 
death  of  either,  p.  D636 


32.  TRANSPORTATION.  Disagreed  to  Senate  amendment Sv to  H.  R.  11135,  to  aid  in  the 

development  of  a  unified  and  integrated  system \f  transportation  for  the 
National  Capital  Region,  and  conferees  were  appointed  (p.  13940) .  Senate 
conferees  have  been  appointed. 

33.  PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment 

H.  R.  1319,  t/amend  the  Surplus  Property  Act  of  1944  Ao  as  to  eliminate  the 
requirement/^chat  property  conveyed  for  historic-monumenc\purposes  under  such 
section  mpwc  have  been  acquired  by  the  U.  S,  on  or  beforexjan,  1,  1900 
(H.  Rept^/2032).  p.  13969 

34.  LANDSyVThe  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R^\9732,  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  convey  certain  property >^n  Calif, 
tp^rinity  County  (H.  Rept.  2035)  •  p.  13969 

The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  voted  to  report  (but^id  not 
actually  report)  with  amendment  H.  R.  10102,  to  clarify  the  right  or\States 
to  select  certain  public  lands  subject  to  any  outstanding  mineral  lease  or 
permit,  p.  D636 

35.  EDUCATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  the  consideration  of 

H.  R.  10876,  to  amend  the  law  relating  to  the  support  and  endowment  of  college/ 
of  agriculture  and  mechanic  arts  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriations  for 
resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions,  p.  13969 
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36.  'FLOOD  CONTROL.  Conferees  agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  H.  R.  7634, 
authorizing  the  construction,  repair,  and  preservation  of  certain  public  works 

rivers  and  harbors,  for  navigation  and  flood  control,  p.  D637 

37.  POSTAD\RATES,  Rep.  Porter  criticized  Postmaster  General  Suinmerfield  for  "gr^ds 

and  intentional  misrepresentations  of  the  postal  rate  and  deficit  picture./* 
pp.  1395^-4 

38.  IMPORTS.  Parsed  as  reported  H.  R.  11573,  to  provide  for  the  duty-free/importa- 

tion  of  two  electron  microscopes  for  education  or  research  purposes,/  pp. 

13948-9 

Passed  withoiit  amendment  H.  R.  9240,  to  authorize  the  informal/entries  of 
merchandise  whereNthe  aggregate  value  of  the  shipment  does  not  /Exceed  $4C0, 
pp.  13947-8 

39.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  "Daily  Digest’'  states  that  the  legislative  program 

for  today,  June  30,  will\include  the  following:  Private /dal endar;  conference 
reports  on  defense  and  general  Government  matters  appropriation  bills; 
minimum- wage  increase  bi 11/s^and  Sugar  Act  extension  b^Tl.  ~ppl  D635-6 

JEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

40.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  Speech  in  the  Hd^se  by  Rep«  McDowell  during  debate  on  the 

proposed  bill  to  provide  participation  of  the/United  States  in  the  International 
Development  Association,  pp.  A5637-'S 

41.  FOOD  FOR  PEACE.  Extension  of  remarks  ofYSdn.  Wiley  inserting  an  article 

"reflecting  the  splendid  way  in  which  various  programs  have  served  to  fulfill 
not  only  humanitarian  needs  but  also  p6  mah^e  friends  for  the  United  States." 
pp.  A5642-3 

42.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen,  Hruska  inserted  an  article, \Farmers  Ride  Gravy  Train  — 

But  Everybody  Else  Gets  the.GraW."  pp,  A5645-7 

'BILLS  INTRODUCED 

43.  WHEAT.  H.  R.  12870,  by  Albert,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act 

of  1938,  as  amended,  and  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  ale  amended,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  market -adjustment  and  price- support  programs  forN^iheat;  to  Agriculture 
Committee. 

BILLS  APPROVED  BY  THE  PRESIDENT 

44.  APPROPRIATIONS/  H.  R,  12117,  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Farm  Credit  Admin¬ 

istration  appropriation  bill  for  1961.  Approved  June  29,  1960  (Public  Law 
86-532,  86jzn  Congress). 

H.  J.  /Res.  765,  to  provide  supplemental  appropriations  to  the  Departmentof 
Labor  for  unemployment  compensation  for  veterans  and  Federal  employees, 

Approved  June  29,  1960.  (Public  Law  86-535,  86th  Congress). 

45.  REPp&TS.  S.  899,  to  provide  for  the  discontinuance  of  certain  reports  now 
squired  by  law  (including  certain  reports  relating  to  foot-and-mouth  disease^ 

Experiment  stations,  and  extension  work  of  this  Department).,  Approved 
June  29,  1960  (Public  Law  86-533,  86th  Congress). 


86th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  j  Report 
%d  Session  f  (No.  2036 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  10876 


June  29,  1960. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  O’Neill,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  586] 


The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  586,  reports  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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86th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  268 

H.  RES.  586 

[Report  No.  2036] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  29,  1960 

Mr.  O’Neill,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

4  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  10876)  to  amend 

5  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of 

6  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  Act 

7  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appropriation 

8  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land  grant  institutions.  After 

9  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall 

10  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be  equally  divided  and 

11  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member 


y 


2 


1  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 

2  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion 

3  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Com- 

4  mittee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 

5  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous 

6  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend- 

7  ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 

8  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

CONTENTS 


(For  Department, 
Staff  Only) 


Issued  July  5,  I960, 

For  actions  of  July  2,  19( 

86th-2d,  Nk.  124 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  and  jrfouse  rejected  measureXo  permit  President  to  adjust 

-uban  sugar  quota.  Sen,  Johnson  proposed  new  farm  program.  Sen.  Carlson  urged 
study  of  wheat.  Both  Houses/received  conference  report  on  supplemental  appropria¬ 
tion  bill.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on  road  authorization  bill,  in¬ 
cluding  forest  roads.  Senate  confirmed  nomination  of  Stephet^s  to  be  USDA  General 
Counsel.  Sen.  Murray  introduced  and  discussed  bill  to  establish  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System,  /Sen.  Humphrey  introduced  and  discussed  brll  to  establish  na¬ 
tional  security  fooc|/and  fiber  reserve. 


1. 


*HOUSE 

SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1961,  Both  Houses  considered  Senat\  amendments 
to  this/Dill,  H,  R.  12740  (pp.  14603,  14616-31,  14651,  14586).  By  a 
25J  tc/l09,  the  House  agreed  to  a  Rules  Committee  resolution  providing  \for  Con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  with  Senate  amendments  (pp.  14616-27).  The  House\con- 
cur^ed  in  Senate  amendments  to  provide  to  CCS  $1,800,000  additional  for  wa^er- 
s#ed  protection  and  $1,570,000  additional  for  flood  prevention  activities 
Xv*  14628).  The  House  receded  from  its  disagreement  to,  and  concurred  in, 

Senate  amendments  to  strike  out  $500,000  to  ARS  for  the  construction  of  an 
entomology  laboratory  and  insert  $5,200,000  to  ARS  for  the  construction  of  ^acij 


ities.  and  to  provide  $1,350,000  addition  to  AMS  to  permit  inspection  of  poultry 
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food  products  in  processing  plants  during  fiscal  year  1961  (p«  14651).  The 
House  agreed  to  insist  on  its  disagreement  to  a  Senate  amendment  to  provide 
*30,000,000  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  payment  of  obligations  incurp^d 
i\the  construction  of  forest,  highways,  and  a  Senate  amendment  to  provide/that 
appropriations,  authorizations,  and  funds  available  to  departments  and  Agencies 
for  the  fiscal  year  1961  may  be  apportioned  on  the  basis  indicating  the  need 
for  supplemental  estimates  sc  a3  to  permit  the  payment  of  pay  increa/es  pro¬ 
vided  f&c  in  new  pay  raise  law  (p.  14651). 


2.  SUGAR.  Agrded  to  a  resolution  (H.  Res.  598)  providing  for  the  return  to  the 
Senate  without  action  S.  J.  Pves.  217,  to  permit  the  President  to  adjust  Cuban 
sugar  quotas  rtor  the  balance  of  the  calendar  year  1960.  Repy  McCormack  stated 
that  the  resolution  "states  that  the  House  respectfully  declines  to  receive  it 
on  the  ground  that  it  involves  revenue  or  affects  revenuey  and,  under  the 
Constitution,  such\j.egislation  should  originate  in  the  Ij^xise  of  Representa¬ 
tives.”  p,  14657 


( 


3.  ROADS;  FORESTRY.  Both  Hbuses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  10495, 
the  highway  authorization\bill.  As  agreed  to  theynill  authorizes  $33,000,000 
for  forest  highways  for  eabh  of  the  fiscal  years/1962  and  1963,  and  $35,000,000 
and  $40,000,000  for  the  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963,  respectively,  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails.  >and  authorizes  #500,000  for  the  construction  of 
a  road  on  forest  land  in  Ga.  (pfeu  14546-9,  14602-3).  This  bill  will  now  be 
sent  to  the  President.  \  / 


I 


4.  POSTAL  RATES;  EDUCATION.  Concurred  in  ttfe  Senate  amendments  to  H.  R.  4595,  to 
clarify  and  make  uniform  certain  provisions  of  law  relating  to  special  postage 
rates  for  educational,  cultural,  any  library  materials  (pp.  14599-600).  This 
bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


5.  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES;  EDUCATION,  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3450,  to  amend 
section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agriculture 
and  mechanic  arts)  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  so  as  to  increase  the  author¬ 
ized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institutions. 
The  bill  increases  the  amount  to  be  equally  distributed  to  States  from  $1 
million  each  fiscal  year  to  $7,650,000,  and  increases  the  amount  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  annually  on  the  basis  of  relative  population  from  $1,501,500  each 
fiscal  year  to  $4,300,000. (pp.  14606-12)  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President.  A  similar  bill,  H.  R.  10876  was  tabled. 


6.  LANDS.  Concu;  d/in  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R,  7004,  to  permit  consistent 

practices  in  2  management  of  all  Bureau  of  Land  Management  elands  so  far  as 

investigation  cooperative  agreements,  and  acceptance  of  contributions  are 
concerned  (rf  ^631).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  Preside 


7.  COCONUT  MJZAT;  SOFTWOODS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  ^748,  re¬ 
lating  Jto  the  suspension  of  duty  on  metal  scrap,  including  provisions^  to  fix 
the  infport  duty  at  1-1/10  cents  per  pound  on  fresh  coconut  meat  which  r\as  not 
been/ desiccated,  and  provides  for  the  duty-free  importation  of  tight  ba 
of/soft  wood  (pp.  14604-5).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 


elheadfi 


•(This  is  a  partial  report;  the  balance  of  the  proceedings  for  July  2  have 
yet  been  printed.) 
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claimed  by  the  President.  In  order  to 
jnake  certain  that  this  oil  import  pro¬ 
gram  will  not  be  affected  by  this  amend- 
mhnt,  the  conferees  agreed  to  language 
in  Nile  conference  report  specifically 
stating  that  this  shall  be  the  case. 

Mr.  \HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Speakerkwill  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MlkiS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  On  the 
first  amendment  with  reference  to  co¬ 
conut  meat;  what  does  that  come  in 
competition  with  nare? 

Mr.  MILLS.  It  rk  imported  under  the 
provision  of  the  TaShf  Act  assessing  a 
rate  of  duty  of  20  parent  ad  valorem 
under  paragraph  753  OsO  for  applica¬ 
tion  to  subject  matters  npt  specifically 
covered  in  the  Tariff  Act  otherwise. 
That  is,  it  is  a  general  cartfi-all  pro¬ 
vision.  \ 

What  we  are  doing  now  is  writing  a 
specific  rate  of  duty  applicableNp  co¬ 
conut  meat  that  has  not  been  Nessi- 
cated.  Therefore,  from  the  gentlemMi’s 
point  of  view  this  is  not  an  inducemait 
to  greater  imports;  this  is  actually  X 
clarification  to  establish  a  specific  rate 
of  duty  with  respect  to  a  specific  article. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  But  the 
specific  question  I  asked  the  gentle¬ 
man  was.  What  does  coconut  meat 
come  in  competition  with  here  in  this 
country? 

Mr.  MILLS.  I  am  not  certain  that 
there  is  anything  that  coconut  meat 
comes  in  competition  with  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Then  it 
is  purely  a  revenue  provision. 

Mr.  MILLS.  It  was  introduced  in  the 
Tax  Committee  of  the  Senate. 

(Mr.  MASON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  House- 
passed  version  of  this  legislation  has  as 
its  purpose  the  restoration  for  a  period 
of  1  year  through  June  30,  1961,  of  the 
suspension  of  duties  on  metal  scrap 
which  expired  on  June  30,  1960. 

This  legislation  passed  the  House  on 
May  19,  1960.  The  Senate  in  acting  oyf 
HR.  11748  approved  three  substantive 
amendments  to  the  bill.  / 

The  first  of  these  amendments  srould 
provide  a  separate  tariff  classification 
and  a  tariff  rate  of  l^lo  cents  pfr  pound 
for  certain  coconut  meat.  ^Favorable 
executive  department  repofrs  on  this 
amendment  were  received  from  the  De¬ 
partments  of  Agriculture,  State,  and 
Treasury.  The  Housy'  conferees  ac¬ 
cepted  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  second  Senate' amendment  would 
permit  the  duty-fre«  importation  of  tight 
barrelheads  of  softwood.  The  Senate 
Committee  on  Bmance  in  approving  this 
amendment  received  favorable  reports 
from  the  Departments  of  Commerce, 
Treasury,  and  State,  an  informative  re¬ 
port  fronr  the  U.S.  Tariff  Commission, 
and  a  mmcommital  report  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  The  House  con¬ 
ferees accepted  this  Senate  amendment. 

The  third  Senate-approved  amendment 
tor  H.R.  11748  would  provide  that  vessels 
/find  air  carriers  operating  between  the 


States  of  Alaska  and  Hawaii  and  any 
other  part  of  the  United  States  may  be 
able  to  obtain  certain  supplies  for  use  on 
such  vessels  or  aircraft  free  of  customs 
duty  and  excise  tax.  My  distinguished 
committee  colleagues,  the  Honorable 
Cecil  R.  King,  and  the  Honorable  John 
W.  Byrnes,  joined  in  cosponsoring  leg¬ 
islation  having  a  similar  purpose,  H.R. 
9685  and  H.R.  9920  respectively.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  the  substance  of  the  provisions 
of  these  House  bills  the  Senate  in  approv¬ 
ing  this  third  amendment  also  approved 
as  a  part  of  its  third  amendment  a  pro¬ 
vision  pertaining  to  the  status  of  petro¬ 
leum  products  under  this  amendment. 
Under  this  petroleum  provision  it  is 
provided  that  the  free  withdrawal  priv¬ 
ilege  shall  not  be  available  to  petroleum 
products  for  voyages  or  flights  exclu¬ 
sively  between  Hawaii  or  Alaska  and  any 
airport  or  Pacific  Coast  seaport  of  the 
United  States. 

This  reference  in  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  to  petroleum  products  raised  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  section  309  of  the  Tariff  Act  o/ 
1930  would  affect  the  oil  import  quota 
program  proclaimed  by  the  President/un- 
oer  the  national  security  provision  of 
mb  trade  agreements  legislationy'There 
waNsome  thought  that  this  am/ndment 
woulckhave  the  effect  of  excluding  from 
the  oirumport  quota  program  oil  used 
on  vessNs  and  aircraft  or  the  United 
States  GoVbrnment.  It  was  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  theNlouse-SenaJfe  conferees  that 
this  matter  could  bes/be  dealt  with,  if 
necessary,  by  inodimng  the  proclama¬ 
tion  dealing  withtne  subject  of  oil  im¬ 
port  quotas.  In  Addition,  the  conferees 
received  assura/ce\rom  spokesmen  for 
the  Defense  Department  that  there  was 
no  intention/ on  the  part  of  that  De¬ 
partment  to  circumven\the  oil  import 
program  m  connecion  with,  the  operation 
of  United  States  Government  vessels  and 
aircraft  between  the  mainland  of  the 
United  States  and  the  StatesNff  Alaska 
am* Hawaii.  \ 

/Mr.  Speaker,  I  join  with  the  \fistin- 
/guished  committee  chairman  in  urging 
my  House  colleagues  to  approve  ohis 
conference  agreement.  \ 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  oiV 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Elliott]  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ELLIOTT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  bill  (H.R. 
12699)  to  cancel  a  deed  of  trust  to  the 
United  States  from  the  predecessor  in 
name  of  Gallaudet  College  and  any  evi¬ 
dences  of  indebtedness  related  to  the 
same  transaction,  to  quiet  the  college’s 
title  to  property  belonging  to  it,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Alabama? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows :  / 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That/ a)  as 
used  in  this  Act,  the  term  “Institution” 
means  the  Columbia  Institutio/  for  the 
Instruction  of  the  Deaf  and  Dumb  (also 
known  as  Columbia  Institution/f  or  the  Deaf 
and  Dumb  and,  later,  as  the  Columbia  Insti¬ 
tution  for  the  Deaf) ,  which  JVas  continued  as 
a  body  corporate  under  the  name  of  Gal¬ 
laudet  College  by  the  Ac ft  approved  June  18, 
1954  (68  Stat.  265,  Bdblic  Law  420,  83d 
Cong.  ch.  324) .  / 

(b)  All  property  oonveyed  by  the  Institu¬ 
tion  to  the  Unitecr  States,  as  trustee,  pur¬ 
suant  to  certain  Provisos  under  the  heading 
“Columbia  Ins/tution  for  the  Deaf  and 
Dumb”  in  the/Act  of  June  10,  1872,  Forty- 
second  Cong/ss,  second  session  (17  Stat.  L. 
347,  at  380f,  by  deed  dated  June  20,  1872, 
and  reconded  in  liber  752,  folio  272,  of  the 
land  records  for  the  District  of  Columbia, 
and  al/ property  otherwise  made  subject  to 
suclyueed  of  trust,  is  hereby  given,  granted, 
remised,  released,  and  quitclaimed  unto  Gal- 
l^odet  College,  free  and  clear  of  any  trust, 
/en,  encumbrance,  or  indebtedness  arising 
'out  of  said  deed  or  under  the  said  Act  of 
June  10,  1872,  and  the  college  is  forever  dis¬ 
charged  from  the  obligation  of  repayment, 
to  the  United  States,  of  the  sum  referred  to 
in  said  Act  and  in  said  deed,  or  in  any  note 
or  other  evidence  of  indebtedness  executed 
in  connection  therewith. 

Sec.  2.  The  said  deed,  and  any  note  or  other 
evidence  of  indebtedness  executed  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith,  and  all  original  papers 
with  respect  thereto,  shall  be  delivered  by  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  (or  any 
other  officer  of  the  United  States  having  cus¬ 
tody  thereof)  to  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  (or  his  designee) 
and  shall  by  the  Secretary  (or  his  designee) 
be  canceled  and  returned  to  Gallaudet  Col¬ 
lege  for  its  historical  records. 

Sec.  3.  Section  9(a)  of  the  said  Act  of  June 
18,  1954  (repealing  various  statutes),  is 
amended  by  inserting,  immediately  after  the 
second  paragraph  following  the  first  colon, 
the  following  new  paragraph: 

“The  first  and  second  provisos  at  the  end 
of  the  third  paragraph  under  the  heading 
‘Columbia  Institution  for  the  Deaf  and 
Dumb’  in  the  Act  approved  June  10,  1872, 
chapter  415,  volume  17,  Statutes  at  Large, 
page  347,  which  appear  at  page  360  and  read 
as  follows:  'Provided,  That  before  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  any  part  of  this  appropriation, 
by  proper  deeds  of  conveyance,  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United 
States,  all  the  real  estate  now  owned  by  the 
said  Columbia  Institution  for  the  Deaf  and 
Dumb  shall  be  vested  in  the  United  States, 
ak  trustee,  for  the  sole  use  and  purpose  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  incor¬ 
porate  the  Columbia  Institution  for  the 
Instruction  of  the  Deaf,  Dumb,  and  Blind,” 
approve*!  February  16,  1857,  and  the  Several 
Acts  amendatory  thereof:  Provided,  That, 
whenever  Nkmgress  shall  so  determine,  any 
part  of  saidNetate  may  be  sold,  and  so  much 
of  the  proceeds  thereof  as  shall  be  needful 
for  the  purposeSshall  be  applied  to  reimburse 
the  United  Statekfor  the  expenditure  herein 
provided.’  ”.  \ 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Subsection  (a)  of  section  3  of 
the  said  Act  of  June\B,  1954,  is  amended  by 
inserting  at  the  beginning  of  such  subsection, 
Immediately  before  “Galiaudet  College”,  the 
following:  “Subject  to  thknrovislons  of  sub¬ 
section  (b),”.  \ 

(b)  Subsection  (b)  of  such  section  3  of 
the  Act  of  June  18,  1954,  iAamended  by 
inserting  “real”  Immediately  before  “prop¬ 
erty”  and  by  striking  out  “the  United  States, 
as  trustee,  for  the  sole  use  of”.  \ 

Sec.  5.  All  Acts  in  conflict  with  Nfis  Act 
are  repealed.  \ 
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Nrhe  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
anaVead  a  third  time,  was  read  the  third 
time\nd  passed,  and  a  motion  to  recon¬ 
sider  wSlS  laid  on  the  table. 


SUPPORT  FOR  LAND-GRANT 
COLLEGE  INSTRUCTION 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Bolling]. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  I  call  up 
the  resolution  (H.  Res.  586)  and  ask  for 
its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
10876  to  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the 
endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of  agri¬ 
culture  and  the  mechanic  arts)  of  the  Act 
of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the  authorized 
appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to 
land-grant  institutions.  After  general  de¬ 
bate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and 
shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture,  the  bill  shall  be 
read  for  amendment  under  the  five-minute 
rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be 
considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  inter¬ 
vening  motion  except  one  motion  to  re¬ 
commit. 

Ml’.  BOLLING.  Ml’.  Speaker,  the 
reading  of  the  resolution  makes  clear  the 
purpose  of  the  bill  made  in  order  by  the 
resolution.  It  is  an  open  rule.  I  know 
of  no  controversy  on  the  rule. 

I  yield  30  minutes  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Allen]. 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
requests  for  time  on  the  rule,  and  I  know 
of  no  opposition  to  the  rule. 

Mr.  BOLLING.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  10876)  to  amend  sec¬ 
tion  22 — relating  to  the  endowment  and 
support  of  colleges  of  agriculture  and  the 
mechanic  arts — of  the  act  of  June  29, 
1935,  to  increase  the  authorized  appro¬ 
priation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to 
land-grant  institutions. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.R.  10876)  with 
Mr.  Mills  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Cooley]  will  be  recognized  for  30  min¬ 
utes,  and  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 


Hoeven]  will  be  recognized  for  30 
minutes. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  comes  before 
the  Committee  with  the  unanimous  sup¬ 
port  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture,  which  committee  considered  this 
matter  very  carefully.  It  comes  before 
the  committee  with  the  support  of  the 
land-grant  colleges  of  America.  The 
fact  is,  I  do  not  know  of  anyone  who  is 
opposed  to  the  bill,  so  I  shall  not  trespass 
very  long  upon  your  patience,  however, 

I  would  like  to  make  a  brief  statement 
with  reference  to  the  bill  before  us. 

HISTORY  OF  THE  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES 

The  national  system  of  land-grant  col¬ 
leges  and  universities  was  established 
by  the  passage  of  the  first  Morrill  Act  in 
1862.  Under  this  act  each  State  was 
offered  grants  of  Federal  land  propor¬ 
tionate  to  its  membership  in  Congress, 
the  land  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  in¬ 
vested  as  a  permanent  endowment  fund 
with  the  income  going  for  the  support  of 
teaching  in  at  least  one  college  in  each 
State.  The  use  of  this  money  for  the 
construction,  maintenance  or  repair  of 
buildings  was  prohibited.  This  college 
was  to  emphasize  “agriculture,  the 
mechanic  arts,  and  subjects  related 
thereto”  and  to  include  military  tactics 
in  its  course  offerings.  The  act  pro¬ 
vided  that  “other  scientific  and  classical 
subjects  should  not  be  excluded”  and 
said  that  the  great  objective  was  the 
“liberal  and  practical  education  of  the 
industrial  classes  in  the  several  pursuits 
and  professions  of  lifes” 

It  was  apparently  the  intention  of  the 
Congress  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of 
the  first  Morrill  Act  that  the  income 
from  the  national  endowment  would 
fully  support  instruction  in  these  col¬ 
leges.  The  States  were  required  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  buildings  and  equipment,  or  see 
that  they  were  furnished.  Control  over 
the  methods  of  instruction,  and  so  forth, 
was  reserved  entirely  to  the  States. 

As  time  passed  it  became  clear  that 
the  income  from  the  land  endowment 
would  not  support  the  instructional  pro¬ 
gram  of  the  colleges  if  they  were  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  young  people  of  their 
States  and  of  the  Nation.  Thus  State 
support  for  instruction,  as  well  as  for 
buildings  and  equipment,  became  an  in¬ 
creasingly  important  factor. 

In  1890  the  Congress  recognized  that 
Federal  instructional  support  from  the 
land -endowment  investment  was  far 
short  of  what  had  been  contemplated, 
and  passed  the  second  Morrill  Act,  pro¬ 
viding  direct  annual  grants  to  the  col¬ 
leges  for  instruction  in  agriculture,  the 
mechanic  arts,  and  subjects  related 
thereto.  This  act  was  passed  unani¬ 
mously  in  both  Houses  of  Congress.  In 
1907  it  was  amended  and  increased,  and 
constitutes  a  permanent  appropriation 
act  in  the  amount  of  $2,550,000,  repre¬ 
senting  $50,000  to  each  State  and  Puerto 
Rico  for  use  in  supporting  instruction 
in  the  land-grant  institutions  of  those 
States. 

In  1935,  the  Congress  included  in  the 
Bankhead-Jones  Act,  as  authored  by 
this  committee,  a  provision  which  grant- 
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ed  an  additional  $20,000  to  each  State 
for  teaching  purposes  in  its  land-grant 
institutions,  and  an  additional  amount 
which  is  distributed  to  each  State  on  the 
basis  of  population.  The  total  of  funds 
authorized  under  this  title  of  the  Bank¬ 
head-Jones  Act  is  now  $2,501,500,  of 
which  $1  million  is  distributed  on  the 
basis  of  $20,000  to  each  of  the  50  States; 
and  the  remainder  on  a  population  basis. 
Puerto  Rico  is  not  included  in  this  act, 
but  would  be  included  as  the  act  is 
amended  by  this  bill. 

The  enrollment  since  1935  has  in¬ 
creased  by  340  percent  in  the  land-grant 
colleges;  the  increase  in  the  graduate 
enrollment  has  been  500  percent.  The 
institutions  are  now  receiving  only  a 
small  part  of  their  annual  budget  from 
the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  opinion  this  is 
meritorious  legislation,  it  should  be  en¬ 
acted.  The  Senate  has  already  passed 
an  identical  bill,  S.  3451.  Upon  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  House  bill  I  will  move  to  sub¬ 
stitute  the  Senate  bill  for  the  House  bill 
so  that  we  can  send  it  on  to  the  White 
House. 

I  conclude  by  saying  that  the  money 
made  available  by  this  bill  will  be  avail¬ 
able  only  for  the  payment  of  the  salaries 
of  the  members  of  the  faculties  of  these 
colleges  and  in  keeping  with  the  intent 
and  purpose  of  the  acts  of  Congress 
which  I  have  heretofore  referred  to. 

I  do  not  know  of  any  opposition,  but 
I  do  know  that  the  bill  is  important,  and 
should  be  enacted  in  the  present  session. 
If  there  are  any  questions,  a  member  of 
the  committee  or  I  will  be  able  to  answer 
such  questions  as  may  be  propounded. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  AVERY.  In  examining  the  report 
I  cannot  see  that  there  is  any  mention 
as  to  how  much  this  bill  is  going  to  cost. 
The  report  shows  how  much  money  was 
allocated  in  1959. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  glad  the  gentle¬ 
man  asked  that  question,  and  I  can 
answer  it.  Unfortunately,  we  did  not 
include  that  in  the  committee  report, 
but  it  is  in  the  transcript  of  the  hear¬ 
ings,  page  15. 

Under  the  original  Morrill  Act  as 
amended  there  are  $2,550,000  made 
available;  from  the  Bankhead-Jones 
Act,  the  present  appropriation  is  $2,501,- 
500. 

The  total  increase  would  be  $9,448,500, 
or  a  grand  total  of  $14,500,000.  That  is 
on  page  15  of  the  hearings. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Massachuseetts. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  I 
notice  on  page  9  of  the  committee  report 
a  statement  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare  saying  that: 

Any  Federal  aid  to  higher  education 
should  be  pinpointed  toward  high  priority 
needs  and  should  be  made  available  to  any 
qualified  Institution  of  higher  education 
able  and  willing  to  do  its  part  in  meeting 
these  needs.  This  basic  principle  underlies 
the  National  Defense  Education  Act  and  all 
legislative  proposals  which  this  administra- 
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tion  has  made  or  endorsed  in  aid  of  higher 
education,  including  its  pending  proposal 
for  Federal  assistance  in  the  construction  of 
housing  and  academic  facilities  (H.R.  4267 
and  H.R.  4415). 

For  these  reasons  we  are  unable  to  recom¬ 
mend  enactment  of  H.R.  10876. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  have  the  com¬ 
ments  of  the  gentleman  on  that  state¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  are  dealing  not 
with  all  of  the  institutions  of  higher 
learning;  we  are  dealing  with  land-grant 
colleges  provided  for  in  this  country 
about  99  years  ago.  They  have  been  of 
great  value  to  all  of  the  people  of  the 
Nation,  and  they  are  still  rendering  a 
magnificent  service.  They  are  serving 
some  of  the  highest  priority  needs  in 
education-science  and  engineering. 

The  68  land-grant  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  constitute  fewer  than  5  percent 
of  all  the  institutions  of  higher  educa¬ 
tion  of  all  kinds  in  the  United  States, 
and  they  enroll  more  than  21  percent  of 
all  the  students  in  4 -year  colleges  and 
universities.  But  their  significance  is 
out  of  all  proportion  to  their  enrollment. 
They  train  100  percent  of  all  those  who 
receive  doctor’s  degrees  in  agriculture 
and  more  than  80  percent  of  all  those 
getting  bachelor’s  degrees. 

In  the  basic  biological  sciences,  they 
grant  56  percent  of  all  doctor’s  degrees — 
the  level  of  training  required  for  re¬ 
search,  and  over  50  percent  at  the 
master’s  degree  level,  required  for  sec¬ 
ondary  teaching  in  this  important  field. 
Ninety-five  percent  of  all  entomologists 
in  this  country,  the  men  and  women  who 
deal  with  our  insect  pests,  get  their  first 
degrees  at  land-grant  institutions,  as  do 
55  percent  of  all  people  who  start  out 
in  bacteriology  and  its  related  fields  so 
essential  in  both  agriculture  and  in  the 
health  sciences.  About  37  percent  of 
all  students  who  later  go  into  medicine, 
veterinary  medicine,  and  dentistry  get 
their  first  degrees  at  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions.  At  the  doctor’s  degree  level  of 
professional  training  these  institutions 
graduate  93  percent  of  all  so  trained  in 
the  United  States. 

Thirty  percent  of  all  those  who  get 
master’s  degrees  in  mathematics  in  the 
United  States — the  level  required  for 
secondary  school  teaching — get  these  de¬ 
grees  at  land-grant  institutions;  while  at 
the  doctoral  level  required  for  high-level 
research  and  college  teaching  the  figure 
is  more  than  39  percent.  In  the  related 
field  of  statistics,  the  land-grant  insti¬ 
tutions  grant  48  percent  of  all  first  de¬ 
grees  and  nearly  60  percent  of  all  doc¬ 
toral  degrees. 

In  engineering,  41  percent  of  all  en¬ 
gineers  receiving  their  first  degrees  in 
the  United  States  come  from  land-grant 
institutions;  while  at  the  doctor’s  degree 
level  the  figure  is  nearly  53  percent.  And 
72  percent  of  all  the  forestry  students 
in  the  country  get  their  degrees  in  the 
land-grant  group. 

In  the  basic  physical  sciences:  The 
land-grant  institutions  give  42  percent 
of  all  doctoral  degrees  in  all  fields,  in¬ 
cluding  36  percent  of  all  physicists,  40 
percent  of  all  chemists,  and  73  percent 
of  all  geologists. 

Merely  because  Mr.  Flemming  wants 
to  go  far  beyond  the  scope  of  this  bill 


is  no  reason  for  us  to  defeat  this  meas¬ 
ure,  pending  the  date  when  Congress  will 
accept  his  recommendation. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  That 
provision  for  land-grant  colleges  was 
nearly  100  years  ago.  Do  you  not  think 
it  is  fair  in  this  day  and  age,  right  now, 
that  the  money  should  go  to  educational 
needs  on  the  basis  recommended  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  If  we  should  divide  this 
small  Federal  contribution  among  all  the 
institutions  of  higher  learning,  it  would 
be  so  negligible  that  it  would  not  amount 
to  anything  at  all.  Now,  I  do  not  think 
we  ought  to  permit  Mr.  Flemming  to 
advance  his  ideas  here  and  defeat  the 
purpose  of  Congress  established  99  years 
ago  and  again  reestablished  in  1909  and 
again  in  1935. 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  How 
many  States  have  land-grant  colleges? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  think  every  State  in 
the  Union  now  has  a  land-grant  college, 
and  if  this  bill  is  passed,  we  will  make 
funds  available  to  the  Commonwealth 
of  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  SANT  ANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  am  going  to 
support  this  measure,  but  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  gentleman  a  few  questions. 
What  is  the  total  amount  of  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  appropriation  to  the  land- 
grant  colleges  throughout  the  United 
States? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  $9,448,500.  That  is 
found  on  the  bottom  of  page  15  of  the 
transcript. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  So  that  this  is  an 
additional  $9  million  for  the  payment  of 
teachers’  salaries  in  land-grant  colleges 
or  agricultural  colleges;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  trust  that  when 
the  bill  for  Federal  aid  to  education 
comes  up  we  can  get  some  sympathetic 
consideration  from  the  gentleman  that 
we  are  going  to  give  him  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

(Mr.  HOEVEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  3  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  legislation  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  increased  authorization  for 
the  amount  of  money  which  can  be  ap¬ 
propriated  by  the  Congress  each  year 
for  resident  teaching  grants  for  land- 
grant  colleges.  The  bill  does  not  appro¬ 
priate  any  money  itself.  ■  It  simply 
raises  from  $5  million  per  year  to  $1414 
million  the  amount  that  can  be  appro¬ 
priated. 

The  gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Dixon],  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Research  and  Ex¬ 
tension,  will  give  you  the  details. 

This  $914  million  increase  in  the  au¬ 
thorization  is  justified,  in  view  of  the 
tremendous  contribution  that  the  land- 
grant  colleges  make  to  agriculture,  na¬ 
tional  defense,  and  to  higher  learning  in 
general.  These  fine  institutions,  like 
the  great  Iowa  State  University  at  Ames, 
Iowa,  have  helped  make  America  the 
greatest  breadbasket  in  the  history  of  all 


mankind.  They  have  provided  thou¬ 
sands  of  junior  officers  for  our  armed 
services  and  they  have  educated  mil¬ 
lions  of  our  citizens. 

Nearly  100  years  ago  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  inaugurated  the  land-grant  col¬ 
lege  program.  The  Morrill  Act  was 
signed  by  President  Lincoln  on  July  2, 
1862.  It  offered  to  endow  at  least  one 
college  in  each  State,  in  order  to  serve 
the  interests  of  the  people  of  that  State. 
Through  the  years  the  basic  act  has 
been  amended,  but  the  basic  purposes 
of  agriculture  and  military  science  have 
been  preserved.  The  last  major  amend¬ 
ment  regarding  Federal  contribution  to 
resident  teaching  grants  was  in  1935 
under  the  Bankhead-Jones  Act.  This 
bill  will  bring  up  to  date  that  formula 
put  into  effect  some  25  years  ago.  The 
increased  authorization  is  a  reflection  of 
both  increased  student  populations  and 
the  decreased  value  of  the  dollar.  It 
has  the  suport  of  farm  organizations, 
educators,  and  our  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture.  It  is  a  sound  and  justifiable 
bill  which  should  be  enacted. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  MississipDi. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  associate  myself  with  the 
remarks  of  my  chairman,  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley],  and 
the  ranking  minority  member  of  our 
committee,  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Hoeven], 

I  do  not  know  of  any  institutions  in 
our  country  which  have  made  greater 
eonstributions  to  the  economic  and  so¬ 
cial  development  of  our  Nation,  as  well 
as  to  the  defense  of  the  country  through 
the  ROTC  programs,  than  the  land- 
grant  colleges.  One  of  these  fine  institu¬ 
tions — Mississippi  State  University — is 
located  in  the  district  I  am  honored  to 
represent. 

Personally,  I  think  this  legislation  is 
long  overdue.  I  was  very  happy  to  join 
with  my  colleagues  on  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  in  reporting  the  bill  and  I 
commend  it  to  the  favorable  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  House. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
for  his  very  valuable  contribution. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maine. 

Mr.  McINTIRE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I, 
too,  want  to  join  the  chairman  of  our 
committee  and  our  ranking  minority 
member,  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Hoeven],  and  others,  in  full  support  of 
this  legislation.  Those  of  us  who  have 
had  the  privilege  of  attending  land- 
grant  institutions,  particularly  in  the 
field  of  agriculture,  can  understand  the 
importance  that  these  institutions  have 
had  in  the  field  of  agriculture  as  well  as 
in  other  fields. 

I  certainly  feel  that  every  State  in 
the  Union  has  had,  through  this  system 
of  land -grant  colleges,  one  of  the  finest 
programs  of  higher  education  for  the 
young  people  of  all  economic  levels. 

I  certainly  join  in  support  of  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  consume  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Hechler] 

Mr.  HECHLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  commend  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  for  re¬ 
porting  out  this  excellent  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation  which  I  think  will  strengthen  the 
excellent  program  inaugurated  close  to  a 
century  ago  under  the  Morrill  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  education 
is  the  foremost  of  our  national  priorities. 

Here  we  have  a  program  that  is  far 
from  new.  The  century-old  land  grant 
aid  program  is  firmly  rooted  in  history 
and  has  been  an  unqualified  success.  The 
bill  before  us,  H.R.  10876,  does  nothing  to 
create  new  directions  or  to  radically  alter 
this  program.  It  merely  gives  it  a  badly 
needed  shoring  up. 

Because  of  inflation  and  the  stabiliza¬ 
tion  of  funds  for  land-grant  colleges,  the 
Federal  Government  is  not  participating 
nearly  so  fully  as  it  was  a  quarter  cen¬ 
tury  ago.  There  are  few  who  would  deny 
that  this  is  not  wise  in  a  day  when  edu¬ 
cation  is  such  a  ciritical  national  and 
global  problem.  The  bill  before  us  does 
not  even  restore  Federal  participation  to 
its  level  of  25  years  ago  on  a.  percentage 
basis.  It  merely  steps  up  participation  to 
a  figure  closer  to  the  1935  level;  this, 
while  a  small  step,  is  indisputably  one  in 
the  right  direction. 

To  illustrate  how  dramatically  Fed¬ 
eral  participation  has  fallen  off  in  the 
past  quarter  century,  I  need  only  look  at 
the  figures  for  West  Virginia. 

In  1935,  State  tax  funds  appropriated 
to  land-grant  institutions  totaled  $1,- 
262,000,  while  the  Federal  Government 
contributed  $70,000.  This  represented 
5.25  percent  of  the  total. 

In  1959-60,  State  funds  for  these  same 
institutions  amounted  to  $10,600,000. 
But  the  Federal  contribution  amounted 
to  only  $90,000 — less  than  1  percent  of 
the  total  operating  budget. 

Thus,  while  State  funds  increased 
about  900  percent,  Federal  funds  in¬ 
creased  only  about  28  percent.  This  is 
woefully  inadequate. 

Even  under  H.R.  10876,  Federal  par¬ 
ticipation  still  would  not  approach  5.25 
percent  in  West  Virginia.  It  would  rise 
only  about  2  percent.  And  this  increase 
of  about  $250,000  would  be  more  than 
matched  by  a  State  contribution  already 
on  schedule  for  1960-61,  appropriating 
$1,250,000  more  in  State  funds. 

As  I  say,,  this  is  only  a  small  step 
forward — but  it  is  one  that  the  Congress 
certainly  ought  to  take. 

The  president  of  West  Virginia  Uni¬ 
versity,  Elvis  Stahr,  made  a  special  trip 
to  testify  in  a  dramatic  and  convincing 
way  of  the  need  for  this  legislation. 
President  Stahr  forcefully  demonstrated 
the  progress  achieved  under  the  meager 
authorization  which  has  been  held  down 
to  the  same  level  since  1935.  He  con¬ 
clusively  indicated  the  great  advantages 
which  would  accrue  to  our  entire  Nation 
through  the  expansion  of  this  program. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  those  who 
inquire  whether  the  taxpayers  will  suffer 
from  an  increased  financial  burden.  I 
say  it  is  about  time  we  ask:  Can  the 
country  afford  not  to  invest  in  a  pro¬ 


gram  which  will  help  both  the  individual 
taxpayer  and  the  security  of  the  Nation? 

I  strongly  support  and  urge  the  over¬ 
whelming  adoption  of  H.R.  10876. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Utah 
[Mr.  Dixon]  . 

(Mr.  DIXON  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  DIXON.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
is  a  thoroughly  good  measure  and  a 
much-needed  measure.  I  wish  every 
Member  of  this  fine  body  could  have 
heard  the  pleas  that  were  presented  for 
it.  If  they  had,  there  would  be  no  hesi¬ 
tancy  in  passing  it,  as  there  was  no  hesi¬ 
tancy  on  the  part  of  the  great  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  which  passed  it  with 
only  two  dissenting  votes. 

In  answer  to  one  question  that  was 
just  raised  I  will  say  that  there  are  68 
land-grant  colleges  and  universities  in 
the  United  States. 

Every  State  has  a  land-grant  college. 
Without  this  bill,  too,  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Members  of  the  House,  Puerto 
Rico  would  have  no  participation  in  the 
land-grant  college  program.  We  want 
Puerto  Rico  to  have  the  same  oppor¬ 
tunity  as  all  of  our  States  have. 

Our  chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley]  has  ex¬ 
plained  his  bill.  I  introduced  a  bill  that 
is  identical  with  the  chairman’s  bill. 

The  original  Morrill  Act  passed  in  1862 
conceived  the  idea  that  proceeds  from 
the  land  grants  would  take  care  of  the 
salaries  of  the  instructors  in  the  land- 
grant  colleges,  but  this  has  fallen  far 
short.  We  know,  because  the  act  had 
to  be  amended  in  1907  to  give  $50,000 
more  to  each  State  to  take  care  of  the 
salaries.  The  last  time  it  was  amended 
was  in  1935.  Since  that  time  we  have 
had  an  inflation  of  100  percent,  and 
since  that  time,  1935,  the  population  has 
increased  40  percent.  The  total  enroll¬ 
ment  in  land-grant  colleges  has  in¬ 
creased  340  percent,  and  the  graduate 
enrollment,  which  is  the  most  expensive 
division  of  the  land-grant  colleges,  has 
increased  500  percent.  The  enrollment 
in  the  land-grant  colleges  will  double  by 
1970,  so  you  can  get  some  idea  of  the 
basis  of  the  need. 

Further,  in  1953  40.5  percent  of  the 
staffs  of  the  colleges  and  universities  in 
the  United  States  had  doctor’s  degrees. 
Of  all  the  new  teachers  hired  in  1953 
and  1954,  only  31.4  percent  had  doctor’s 
degrees.  The  trend  has  been  gradually 
down.  In  1958  and  1959  only  23.8  per¬ 
cent  of  all  new  teachers  in  our  colleges 
and  universities  had  doctor’s  degrees. 
So  you  can  see  the  rapid  way  in  which 
the  scholastic  standards  of  the  staffs  of 
our  colleges  and  universities  are  deteri¬ 
orating. 

All  we  have  done  in  arriving  at  this 
figure  of  $9  million-plus  increase  is  to 
take  into  consideration  the  100  percent 
inflation  factor  and  the  40  percent  in¬ 
crease  in  population  factor.  This  re¬ 
quest  is  modest.  Based  upon  increased 
enrollment,  a  $30  million  increase  would 
be  justifiable. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa. 


Mr.  JENSEN.  How  much  is  this  going 
to  cost  the  taxpayers  of  our  land? 

Mr.  DIXON.  Does  the  gentleman 
mean  the  increase  or  the  total  appro¬ 
priation? 

Mr.  JENSEN.  The  total  appropriation. 
Mr.  DIXON.  The  total  appropriation 
is  $14,500,000.  The  increase  requested  is 
$9,440,000. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  What  is  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  reason  for  being  in  favor  of  this 
bill?  Why  cannot  Puerto  Rico  stand 
on  their  own  feet?  We  have  given  them 
everything  with  a  ring  around  it.  Now 
we  are  helping  in  this  respect  with  our 
tax  dollars. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  cannot  conceive  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa,  which  has  one  of 
the  finest  land-grant  colleges  in  the 
world  and  which  has  benefited  humanity 
throughout  the  world,  questioning  why 
Puerto  Rico  should  not  have  a  little  of 
the  same  enlightenment. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  It  would  be  all  right  if 
they  paid  for  it.  We  are  paying  for  the 
school  in  Iowa.  Why  does  not  Puerto 
Rico  pay  for  their  own  colleges  and 
schools?  They  are  financially  better  able 
to  take  care  of  their  educational  prob¬ 
lems  than  is  the  United  States. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Puerto  Rico  will  prob¬ 
ably  have  to  pay  the  largest  proportion, 
as  the  States  are  paying,  for  the  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  would  like  to  say  for  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  information  that  in  1935  to  1937 
the  Federal  Government  paid  22  percent 
of  Alabama’s  cost  of  land-grant  colleges. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Alabama  is  in  the  main¬ 
land  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Yes,  but  Puerto  Rico  will 
have  to  carry  most  of  the  load.  The 
Federal  Government  pays  only  2.1  to  4 
percent  in  most  States.  Arkansas  did 
have  30  percent  of  her  salaries  from  the 
Federal  Government.  Now  it  is  only  1.45 
percent.  Colorado  did  have  23.37  per¬ 
cent  paid  by  the  Federal  Government. 
Now  it  is  only  2.55  percent.  Even  if  this 
bill  is  passed,  Arkansas  would  have  only 
4  percent  of  her  salaries  paid.  You  can 
go  on  down  the  list  of  States  and  see  how 
the  Federal  Government  has  pushed 
nearly  the  entire  burden  of  these  salaries, 
onto  the  States. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  That  is  quite  beside  the 
point. 

Mr.  DIXON.  No.  I  think  it  is  right  on 
the  point. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Puerto  Rico  is  well  able 
to  take  care  of  their  own  educational 
problems. 

Mr.  DIXON.  The  biggest  proportion 
of  their  expense  will  be  paid  by  them. 
The  Federal  Government  will  give  them 
•  only  a  very  small  fraction. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  New  York.  Puerto 
Rico  has  a  magnificent  university  which 
it  has  developed.  That  is  no  excuse. 
Neither  are  two  of  our  recent  States  on 
the  mainland.  Speaking  of  sending 
American  dollars  to  Puerto  Rico,  the 
people  of  Puerto  Rico  are  American 
citizens. 

Mr.  DIXON.  The  people  are  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens,  and  I  think  they  should 
have  the  same  right  as  every  other 
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American  citizen.  Also,  Puerto  Rico  will 
stand  practically  all  of  these  expenses 
in  any  event.  Funds  from  this  bill  do 
not  amount  to  a  drop  in  the  bucket.  All 
the  bill  does  is  to  place  land  grant  col¬ 
leges  on  the  same  status  as  they  were  in 
1935.  All  this  increase  does  is  to  pro¬ 
vide  100  percent  for  inflation  and  40  per¬ 
cent  for  the  increase  in  the  population 
of  the  United  States.  It  provides  noth¬ 
ing  for  the  340  percent  increased  student 
population.  It  provides  nothing  for  the 
500  percent  increase  in  graduate  stu¬ 
dents  which  is  so  expensive. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  I  am  in  favor  of  this 
bill,  but  what  is  the  gentleman’s  reac¬ 
tion  to  the  position  of  the  Secretary  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  on  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  go  far  enough  as 
far  as  teaching  in  higher  education  is 
concerned? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  think  basically  the 
Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare  does  not  favor  Federal  aid. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Utah  [Mr.  DixonI  has 
expired. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
the  gentleman  5  additional  minutes. 
That  is  one  thing,  the  matter  of  policy. 

The  second  thing  about  their  position 
is  the  inference  that  this  is  a  new  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  bill  being  passed.  We  had  the 
second  Morrill  Act  before  the  turn  of  the 
century,  and  the  first  Morrill  Act  was 
in  1862.  So  this  statute  has  been  on  the 
books  all  the  time.  It  is  not  a  new  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  bill  at  all. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  sum  of  money 
recommended  here  is  an  annual  appro¬ 
priation.  We  could  never  cut  it  back. 

Mr.  DIXON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
recall,  we  are  appropriating  under  these 
acts  now. 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  The  additional 
amount  in  this  bill  is  $9  million. 

I  want  to  associate  myself  with  the 
gentleman  on  that.  I  am  for  this  bill. 
I  think  it  should  be  enacted.  I  have 
never  been  ashamed  to  say  that  it  is  a 
federally  aided  program.  It  is  a  Fed¬ 
eral  aid  program  for  education. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  appreciate  what  the 
gentleman  has  said,  because  I  have  been 
an  administrator  of  a  great  agricul¬ 
tural  college,  the  Utah  State  University, 
and  I  have  seen  our  good  people  taken 
away  time  after  time,  people  who  were 
in  key  positions,  taken  away  by  industry 
to  do  research  at  double  the  salary  we 
were  able  to  pay  them. 

If  ever  there  was  need,  that  need  is 
light  here.  Furthermore  the  enrollment 
of  these  colleges  is  going  to  be  doubled 
within  the  next  10  years.  We  just  do  not 
conceive  what  is  ahead  of  these  institu¬ 
tions  by  way  of  problems. 

Mr.  KYL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KYL.  The  language  on  page  9 
to  which  the  previous  gentleman  re¬ 
ferred  is  subject  to  misinterpretation.  In 


this  act  we  are  dealing  with  Government 
aided  institutions,  State  universities,  and 
so  on. 

Mr.  DIXON.  Yes,  operating  under 
laws  that  are  already  established. 

Mr.  KYL.  And  the  other  aid  to  which 
the  Secretary  refers,  the  National  De¬ 
fense  Education  Act,  is  largely  a  differ¬ 
ent  subject,  for  under  that  act  the  aid 
instead  of  being  given  directly  to  the 
universities  was  given  to  the  student  to 
enable  him  to  attend  the  university,  and 
the  university  was  then  paid  proportion¬ 
ately.  There  is  a  difference  which 
should  be  brought  out. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  How  much  money  is  it 
going  to  take  to  support  this  legislation 
in  fiscal  1961? 

Mr.  DIXON.  In  1961  it  will  take 
$14,500,000.  They  are  already  spending 
$5,051,000.  It  will  take  $9,440,000 
some-odd  more  than  they  are  spending 
this  year. 

Mr.  JENSEN.  The  Appropriations 
Committees  of  Congress  will  be  asked  to 
supply  these  millions.  So  the  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  of 
which  I  am  one,  will  have  an  opportu¬ 
nity  to  reduce  this  amount,  or  to  give 
them  nothing  in  addition  to  the  amount 
they  now  receive  under  present  law.  Is 
my  assumption  correct? 


Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  fact  is,  in  further 
reply  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  who 
is  a  member  of  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee,  that  the  committee  would  ap¬ 
propriate  only  such  items  as  are  defi¬ 
nitely  justified  under  the  authorization 
legislation.  There  is  nothing  to  be  con¬ 
cerned  about;  it  is  simply  an  authoriza¬ 
tion,  and  the  Appropriations  Committee 
has  to  determine  what  sum  of  money 
will  be  appropriated  under  proper  jus¬ 
tification.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  DIXON.  That  is  my  understand¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Subject  to  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
and  the  United  States  Senate. 

Mr.  DIXON.  The  purpose  for  which 
this  money  is  spent  has  been  questioned. 

What  are  these  funds  used  for?  Rus¬ 
sell  I.  Thackery,  executive  secretary  of 
the  American  Association  of  Land  Grant 
Colleges  and  State  Universities,  provided 
me  with  a  complete  breakdown  which 
can  be  found  in  the  form  of  a  table  on 
page  70  of  the  hearings  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture,  May  16  and  24, 
1960.  Of  course  these  funds  are  for 
salaries  exclusively,  and  I  quote  from 
the  Morrill  Act,  “for  instruction  in  agri¬ 
culture,  the  mechanic  arts,  the  English 
language,  and  the  various  branches  of 
mathematical,  physical,  natural,  and 
economic  sciences  with  special  reference 
to  their  applications  in  the  industries  of 
life,  and  to  the  facilities  for  such 
instruction.” 
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The  land-grant  colleges  are  very  care¬ 
fully  audited  to  see  that  none  of  these 
funds  are  used  for  buildings,  sites,  land, 
administrative,  clerical  or  nonteaching 
staff.  Mr.  Thackery  says  the  funds  may 
not  be  used  for  “salaries  of  instructors 
in  philosophy,  psychology,  ethics,  logic, 
history,  civil  government  and  ancient 
and  modern  languages.” 

The  U.S.  Office  of  Education  limits 
them  to: 

First.  Instruction  in  agriculture. 

Second.  Instruction  in  mechanic 
arts— various  fields  and  subjects  include 
the  major  branches  of  engineering. 

Third.  Instruction  in  English  lan¬ 
guage. 

Fourth.  Instruction  in  natural  and 
physical  sciences. 

Fifth.  Instruction  in  economic  sci¬ 
ences — including  political  economy  and 
home  economics. 

Sixth.  Special  preparation  of  teach¬ 
ers — specific  vocational  courses  are  in¬ 
cluded,  but  general  courses  are  ex¬ 
cluded. 

The  table  found  in  the  hearings  on 
page  70  shows  a  total  of  $5,051,622.73 
spent  in  1959,  itemized  as  follows:  Sal¬ 
aries,  $4,919,805.82;  facilities,  $131,816.91; 
agriculture,  $792,445.73;  mechanic  arts, 
$1,415,823.04;  English  language,  $656,- 
806.11;  mathematical  science,  $446,- 
076.24;  natural  and  physical  science. 


How  does  the  Federal  support  for  sal¬ 
ary  purposes  compare  with  the  State 
support  over  the  years? 

In  every  case,  even  with  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  H.R.  10876,  the  percentage  of 
Federal  support  will  be  substantially  less 
than  it  was  in  1937.  I  shall  cite  only 
a  few  cases: 


State 

1937-38 

1957-58 

Under 
H.R.  10876 
and  H.R. 
10974  (using 
1957-58 
expendi¬ 
tures  as 
the  base) 

Alabama... . 

22.82 

2.19 

6. 24 

Arkansas _ 

30.40 

1.45 

4  13 

Colorado . . 

23. 37 

2.  55 

7  27 

Connecticut _ 

23. 98 

1.69 

4.  82 

Delaware _ 

33.84 

3.68 

10.  52 

Idaho  . . . 

17. 16 

3.22 

9. 19 

Maine _ _ 

16.  65 

3. 16 

9.  03 

Mississippi _ 

31.08 

3.22 

9. 17 

Montana _ 

40.02 

3.10 

8.  85 

Nevada _ 

40. 95 

4.38 

12.50 

New  Mexico _ 

60.90 

4.70 

13. 42 

North  Dakota _ 

38.  32 

4.  30 

12. 27 

Rhode  Island _ 

39.  21 

3. 87 

11.00 

South  Carolina... 

27.99 

3.  48 

9.93 

South  Dakota.... 

28.18 

3.38 

9.  65 

Utah . 

22.58 

2. 97 

8.50 

The  House  Agriculture  Committee 
passed  this  bill  with  only  two  dissenting 
votes  and  the  Senate  passed  it  without 
a  dissenting  vote.  I  therefore  urge  the 
full  support  of  the  House  for  this  splen¬ 
did  measure. 

The  year  1962  will  mark  the  100th  an¬ 
niversary  of  the  founding  of  the  land- 
grant  colleges.  In  the  year  after  next — 
1962 — we  should  have  a  great  national 
centennial  celebration.  It  was  in  the 
darkest  days  of  the  Civil  War  that  our 
great  President,  Abraham  Lincoln,  signed 
the  Morrill  Act  for  the  cultural  and  prac- 


$1,342,139.65;  economic  science,  $370,- 
Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will-  883.59;  special  preparation  of  teachers 
the  gentleman  yield?  $27,448.37. 

Mr.  DIXON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 
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tical  education  of  the  common  man. 
This  initiated  a  revolutionary  change  in 
the  philosophy  of  education  and  was 
in  sharp  contradiction  to  the  concept 
of  higher  education  only  for  the  elite 
which  had  dominated  world  thinking  up 
to  Lincoln’s  time.  The  land-grant  col¬ 
leges  go  into  all  of  the  homes  that  do 
all  of  the  work  in  every  American  com¬ 
munity  and  help  these  people  to  do  that 
work  better  and  to  live  more  happily. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Pirnie]. 

(Mr.  PIRNIE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  PIRNIE.  Mr.  Chairman,  consid¬ 
eration  of  this  legislation  by  our  com¬ 
mittee  provided  an  opportunity  to  review 
some  of  the  accomplishments  attribu¬ 
table  to  the  Morrill  Act  through  its  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  land  grant  institutions. 
We  have  found  these  achievements  to  be 
outstanding  and  to  have  contributed  a 
great  deal  to  our  national  strength.  Sub¬ 
sequently,  I  thought  it  might  be  helpful 
if  I  attempted  to  review  what  had  oc¬ 
curred  in  the  leading  land-grant  univer¬ 
sity  in  our  area,  Cornell  University,  in 
the  State  of  New  York,  since  1935  when 
we  last  fixed  the  appropriations  for  this 
purpose. 

We  find  that  in  1935  the  operating  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  University  were  $7  million, 
while  today  it  is  $52  million.  Its  faculty 
then  consisted  of  441  members,  while 
now  there  are  1,100.  In  the  College  of 
Agriculture,  one  of  the  main  objectives 
under  the  Act,  we  find  that  the  students 
have  increased  in  enrollment  from  1,494 
in  1935  to  2,392.  In  the  entire  univer¬ 
sity  it  has  approximately  doubled,  from 
5,910  to  11,191. 

It  might  be  of  interest  to  this  body  to 
know  what  impact  the  university  has  on 
foreign  countries.  There  are  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  753  foreign  students  from  78 
countries,  many  of  them  coming  from 
the  Far  East.  Latin  America  has  86,  the 
Near  East  54,  and  Africa  39  of  these  for¬ 
eign  students.  Of  these  foreign  students 
the  College  of  Agriculture  enrolls  36 
percent,  or  271. 

I  think  it  is  very  significant  that  we 
are  able  in  this  way  to  provide  the  kind 
of  education  which  can  lift  the  economic 
well-being  of  the  underdeveloped  coun¬ 
tries. 

There  is  another  factor  which  I  would 
like  to  mention  to  the  House,  and  that  is 
the  impact  of  the  military  training  which 
has  been  provided  by  our  land-grant 
institutions.  If  you  will  refer  to  the 
committee  report  you  will  find  a  para¬ 
graph  on  that  subject.  It  states  that 
between  World  War  I  and  World  War 
II  annually  from  50  to  70  percent  of  all 
the  young  men  receiving  commissions 
did  so  through  the  Reserve  Officers’ 
Training  Corps  program  in  these  same 
institutions.  General  Marshall  paid  trib¬ 
ute  to  this  source  of  commissioned 
strength,  and  our  President,  Dwight  D. 
Eisenhower,  while  Chief  of  Staff,  made  a 
similar  observation. 

We  now  find  that  approximately  one- 
third  of  all  of  our  commissioned  strength 
is  now  supplied  by  the  land-grant  in¬ 
stitutions,  that  is,  exclusive  of  those 


coming  from  the  service  Academies.  It 
would  seem  that  the  original  purpose  of 
the  Morrill  Act,  which  was  enacted,  as 
has  been  stated,  approximately  100  years 
ago,  is  being  fulfilled  by  these  institu¬ 
tions  which  are  a  credit  to  their  States 
and  to  this  Nation. 

We  find  that  the  amount  of  increased 
aid  will  be  distributed  in  direct  propor¬ 
tion  to  the  formula  which  we  have  here¬ 
tofore  approved.  The  total  is  clearly 
needed  in  the  light  of  new  conditions. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  that 
this  House  will  continue  its  enthusiastic 
support  of  this  fine  program. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  . 

Mr.  PIRNIE.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  The  gentleman  made 
reference  to  the  increased  enrollment  of 
students  in  the  land-grant  colleges  and 
the  increased  contributions  being  made 
by  the  States.  Reference  was  hereto¬ 
fore  made  to  the  Iowa  University  at 
Ames,  Iowa.  I  want  to  call  the  Com¬ 
mittee’s  attention  to  the  fact  that  in 
1935  the  State  of  Iowa  contributed  to 
Iowa  State  College,  which  is  now  a  State 
university,  $2,175,000,  at  which  time  we 
had  4,412  students.  This  year  the  State 
of  Iowa  is  contributing  $11,500,000  for 
9,252  students.  In  other  words,  our 
student  population  has  doubled  since 
1935  at  Iowa  State  and  the  State  sup¬ 
port  has  increased  almost  sixfold.  I 
simply  want  to  point  out  that  even 
though  the  student  population  is  in¬ 
creasing,  the  State  of  Iowa  is  certainly 
rising  to  its  responsibility  in  providing 
the  necessary  appropriations. 

Mr.  PIRNIE.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  ranking  minority  member  of  our 
committee.  The  record  of  his  State  is 
highly  commendable.  I  am  glad  to  say 
it  has  its  counterparts  elsewhere. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  pay 
tribute  to  the  chairman  of  our  com¬ 
mittee  and  to  all  the  members  of  this 
committee  who  have  attacked  this 'prob¬ 
lem  so  seriously,  appreciating  that  edu¬ 
cation  in  the  field  of  agriculture  is  a 
great  source  of  economic  strength  to 
the  Nation  and  that  these  land-grant 
colleges  are  effectively  serving  the  very 
commendable  purpose  of  this  founding. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Col¬ 
orado  [Mr.  Johnson]. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  this  legis¬ 
lation.  In  my  district  is  a  great  A.  &  M. 
school,  now  changed  to  a  State  univer¬ 
sity,  at  Fort  Collins.  This  legislation  is 
carrying  forward  one  of  the  great  his¬ 
toric  acts  of  this  Congress. 

About  100  years  ago  the  Congress 
passed  the  first  Morrill  Act.  At  that 
time  four  out  of  every  five  persons  living 
in  the  United  States  were  living  in  rural 
areas,  on  the  farm,  to  maintain  the  fifth 
person  in  the  city.  Some  years  ago  a 
great  farm  leader  asked  the  question 
“Why  are  farmers  elsewhere  in  the 
world  usually  peasants,  while  our  farm¬ 
ers  are  successful  businessmen?”  And, 
he  attributed  the  answer  to  the  great 
contribution  of  our  A.  &  M.  schools  which 
were  built  as  a  result  of  the  first  and 
second  Morrill  Acts,  and  subsequent 


State  legislation.  Now,  in  the  100  years 
since  this  act  was  passed,  we  have  in¬ 
creased  the  U.S.  population  sixfold. 
Now  we  have  one  person  living  on  the 
farm  for  eight  persons  in  the  cities;  that 
is  to  say  that  the  farm  family  is  serving 
eight  nonfarm  families.  As  the  result  of 
this  program,  we  have  brought  the  in¬ 
dustrial  revolution  to  agriculture  right 
along  with  the  industrial  revolution  in 
the  cities.  The  American  people  are 
prosperous;  they  enjoy  this  rich  devel¬ 
opment  because  Congress  has  had  the 
foresight  and  the  wisdom  to  endow  and 
to  support  colleges  which  would  see  to  it 
that  the  techniques  of  science  and  tech¬ 
nology  would  immediately  be  made 
available  on  the  farm. 

A  successful  American  farmer  these 
days,  has  $50,000  or  $100,000  invested.  I 
think  everyone  knows  down  in  his  heart 
that  the  American  farmer,  is  a  success, 
not  just  because  of  his  intrinsic  merit  or 
because  he  is  an  American,  but  because 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  several 
State  Governments  have  invested  in  col¬ 
leges  and  universities  and  experiment 
stations  to  help  in  carrying  forward  the 
progress  of  agricultural  science  and  the 
mechanic  arts.  These  programs  have 
served  not  only  the  American  farmers, 
but,  in  the  years  that  lie  ahead,  as  we 
have  just  been  told,  will  help  to  bring 
the  same  agricultural-industrial  revolu¬ 
tion  to  other  parts  of  the  world,  so  that 
men  everywhere  may  not  just  walk  be¬ 
hind  the  plow  or  carry  the  hoe,  but  may 
live  in  freedom,  may  live  in  something 
better  than  ignorance,  and  misery,  and 
squalor.  So  I  think  it  is  entirely  proper 
on  this  occasion  that  we  should  extend 
this  act. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  Can  the  gentle¬ 
man,  or  perhaps  some  member  of  the 
committee  advise  me  what  is  the  basis 
for  the  distribution  of  these  funds?  As 
I  read  the  report  it  says  $20,000  for  each 
State,  and  then  distribution  of  funds  is 
based  upon  population;  is  that  correct, 
I  will  ask  the  Chairman? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  There  is  no 
means  test  in  this  program? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  is  based  on  popula¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  As  I  understand 
it  then,  the  distribution  of  these  funds  is 
not  on  the  basis  of  need,  but  is  on  the 
basis  of  the  population  of  the  State;  is 
that  the  agricultural  population  or  the 
total  population? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  total  population. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  And  the  amount 
each  State  receives  is  $20,000  before  dis¬ 
tribution  of  the  remaining  funds? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  SANTANGELO.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  McGovern], 

Mr.  McGOVERN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  very  much  in  favor  of  the  legisla¬ 
tion  before  us.  I  have  always  thought 
that  the  heart  of  good  education  is  good 
teaching.  I  remember  a  conversation 
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with  the  president  of  our  South  Dakota 
State  College  a  couple  of  years  ago  in 
which  he  said  that  his  most  serious  prob¬ 
lem  was  his  inability  to  retain  the  serv¬ 
ices  of  many  of  his  best  professors  be¬ 
cause  of  inadequate  salaries. 

This  legislation  will  improve  the  sal¬ 
ary  level  of  some  of  the  key  faculty  mem¬ 
bers  of  our  State  colleges.  I  hope  that 
the  measure  will  be  approved, 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
1  minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  [Mr.  Van  Zandt]. 

(Mr.  VAN  ZANDT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
m^rks  ) 

Mr.  VAN  ZANDT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
arise  in  support  of  H.R.  10876. 

The  bill,  which  has  been  adequately 
explained,  has  the  support  of  the  land- 
grant  colleges  and  universities  of  the 
Nation,  all  of  which  offer  courses  for 
teaching  in  residence  education. 

In  my  congressional  district  is  located 
the  Pennsylvania  State  University — the 
land-grant  university  of  the  Keystone 
State — which  is  charged  with  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  making  education  at  the 
higher  level  available  at  low  cost  to  those 
students  who  can  benefit  from  it. 

Early  last  month  Dr.  Eric  A.  Walker, 
president  of  Pennsylvania  State  Univer¬ 
sity,  wrote  me  at  length  concerning  H.R. 
10876,  and  in  doing  so  emphasized  the 
importance  of  making  funds  authorized 
in  the  bill  available  to  the  land-grant 
institutions  in  order  for  them  to  fulfill 
their  obligations  as  embodied  in  the  act 
of  Congress  which  created  them. 

At  this  point  I  should  like  to  read  from 
Dr.  Walker’s  letter,  dated  June  16,  1960: 

Dear  Mr.  Van  Zandt:  You  are  aware  of 
the  great  demand  that  is  being  made  on  the 
land-grant  institutions  to  increase  their 
facilities  in  order  to  serve  a  greater  number 
of  students  over  the  next  decade.  It  has 
also  been  emphasized  that  such  an  increase 
In  these  funds  is  Imperative  in  order  to 
add  additional  teachers  to  take  care  of  this 
increase  in  enrollment. 

Recently  I  appeared  before  Governor  Law¬ 
rence’s  committee  on  higher  education  to 
present  the  serious  problems  that  are  con¬ 
fronting  the  Pennsylvania  State  University 
with  respect  to  future  enrollments.  The 
Governor’s  commission  on  higher  education 
in  1957  pointed  out  that  in  Pennsylvania  in 
1955  there  were  approximately  558,000  col¬ 
lege-age  population  and  by  1970  there  would 
be  over  866,000  children  of  college  age,  or  an 
increase  of  55.5  percent.  The  university  in 
1958  prepared  a  long-range  plan  based  on 
these  data  in  order  to  determine  what  it 
should  do  to  help  the  Commonwealth  to 
meet  this  crisis. 

In  1955,  the  Pennsylvania  State  Univer¬ 
sity  enrolled  12.3  percent  of  all  full-time 
students  in  all  colleges  in  Pennsylvania,  or 
14,054.  A  conservative  projection  to  1970 
indicated  that  the  university  must  increase 
this  percentage  to  17.8  or  43,179  students. 
In  1930  about  80  percent  of  the  full-time 
enrollment  in  Pennsylvania  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  was  in  private  institutions,  but  since 
that  time  the  percentage  has  been  decreas¬ 
ing  until  by  the  fall  of  1959  only  72  percent 
of  the  total  were  in  private  colleges,  or  about 
93,500  out  of  130,000  students  enrolled  in 
Pennsylvania.  This  of  course  places  a  great 
burden  on  the  public  institutions. 

The  proposed  funds  to  be  made  available 
by  H.R.  10876  will  aid  considerably  in  secur¬ 
ing  the  additional  teaching  staff  necessary 
for  these  projected  enrollments  at  the  uni¬ 
versity.  Even  now  we  could  enroll  1,200  more 


students  in  the  fall  of  1960  than  in  1959,  but 
because  of  lack  of  funds  to  secure  additional 
teaching  staff  members  we  are  forced  to  re¬ 
tain  our  same  enrollment  although  we  have 
sufficient  facilities  to  house  and  accommo¬ 
date  many  more  students.  I  want  to  point 
out  that  these  1,200  students  have  been  re¬ 
fused  admission  simply  because  funds  are 
not  available  for  adding  new  teachers,  and 
5,000  more  have  been  refused  admission 
because  facilities  are  not  available. 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  has  en¬ 
hanced  our  chances  of  meeting  these  needs 
by  favorably  reporting  out  the  bills  in  ques¬ 
tion,  and  I  hope  Congress  will  recognize  the 
importance  of  this  proposed  legislation  and 
act  favorably  upon  your  bill.  It  is  one  of 
the  most  important  steps  that  can  be  taken 
to  assure  many  more  deserving  students  the 
opportunity  of  securing  additional  educa¬ 
tion,  which  of  course  is  so  vitally  important 
to  the  welfare  of  our  country. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Eric  A.  Walker, 

President,  Pennsylvania  State  University . 

Mr.  Chairman,  Dr.  Walker’s  letter  ex¬ 
plains  rather  fully  the  situation  facing 
the  Pennsylvania  State  University.  As 
the  testimony  taken  by  the  committee 
shows,  a  similar  situation  is  faced  by  the 
other  land-grant  colleges  and  universi¬ 
ties  of  the  Nation,  therefore  enactment 
of  this  bill  is  imperative. 

In  approving  H.R.  10876  the  Congress 
will  assure  land-grant  colleges  and  uni¬ 
versities  additional  funds  to  aid  them  to 
meet  the  present  and  future  demands 
and  thus  assist  many  students  to  secure 
a  higher  education. 

Mr.  HOEVEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read. 
The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended 
(7  U.S.C.  329),  is  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

“Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more 
complete  endowment  and  support  of  the  col¬ 
leges  in  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico 
entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled 
‘An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several 
States  and  Territories  which  may  provide 
colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  and 
the  mechanic  arts,’  approved  July  2,  1862,  as 
amended  and  supplemented  (7  U.S.C.  301- 
328),  there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  annually,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropirated,  the 
following  amounts : 

“(a)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $7,650,- 
000;  and 

“(b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act, 
and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $4,300,000. 

“The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 
paragraph  (a)  shall  be  paid  annually  to  the 
several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in  equal 
shares.  The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance 
of  paragraph  (b)  shall  be  in  addition  to 
sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph 
(a)  and  shall  be  allotted  and  paid  annually 
to  each  of  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico 
in  the  proportion  to  which  the  total  popula¬ 
tion  of  each  State  and  Puerto  Rico  bears  to 
the  total  population  of  all  the  States  and 
Puerto  Rico  as  determined  by  the  last  pre¬ 
ceding  decennial  census.  Sums  appropriated 
in  pursuance  of  this  section  shall  be  in  ad¬ 
dition  to  sums  appropriated  or  authorized 
under  such  Act  of  July  2.  1862,  as  amended 


and  supplemented,  and  shall  be  applied  only 
for  the  purposes  of  the  colleges  defined  in 
such  Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented. 
The  provisions  of  law  applicable  to  the  use 
and  payments  of  sums  under  the  Act  entitled 
‘An  Act  to  apply  a  portion  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  public  lands  to  the  more  complete  en¬ 
dowment  and  support  of  the  colleges  for  the 
benefit  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts 
established  under  the  provisions  of  an  Act 
of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862/  approved 
August  30,  1890,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  shall  apply  to  the  use  and  payment 
of  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this 
section.” 

Mr.  FOGARTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of 
this  legislation.  I  wish  to  say  that  for 
the  past  14  years,  since  these  appro¬ 
priations  have  come  before  our  com¬ 
mittee  we  have  allowed  “the  full  amount 
requested  -  each  year.  I  think  it  was 
in  1953  that  there  was  an  attempt  to 
cut  this  appropriation.  There  was  such 
a  demand  from  all  over  the  country 
that  it  be  continued  that  our  committee 
reversed  itself  at  that  time,  and  it  has 
become  practically  an  annual  appro¬ 
priation.  I  am  in  favor  of  this  in¬ 
creased  appropriation  because  I  think 
these  land-grant  colleges  have  been  do¬ 
ing  a  wonderful  job.  However,  I  think 
we  should  also  note  that  many  of  us  who 
have  favored  a  school  construction  law 
in  this  country  have  always  referred  to 
this  kind  of  Federal  aid  to  education 
that  has  been  on  our  statute  books  for 
a  hundred  years.  I  think  everyone  ad¬ 
mits  that  this  is  Federal  aid  to  edu¬ 
cation.  It  has  been  a  way  of  aiding 
education  that  has  been  acceptable  to 
the  vast  majority  of  our  people.  When 
we  vote  for  this  legislation  today,  I 
hope  those  of  you  who  vote  for  it  will 
remember  those  of  us  who  are  asking  for 
a  school  construction  bill  to  be  passed 
in  this  session  of  Congress  before  we 
adjourn,  and  remember  that  we  also 
voted  for  this  kind  of  legislation  know¬ 
ing  full  well  that  it  is  Federal  aid  to 
education. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule, 
the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Mills,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.R.  10876)  to  amend  section  22  (re¬ 
lating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of 
colleges  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic 
arts)  of  the  act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  in¬ 
crease  the  authorized  appropriation  for 
resident  teaching  grants  to  land  grant 
institutions,  pursuant  to  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  586,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  bill  S.  3450,  an 
identical  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bilL 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  sec¬ 
tion  22  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as 
amended  (7  IT.S.C.  329),  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more 
complete  endowment  and  support  of  the  col¬ 
leges  in  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico 
entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled 
‘An  Act  donating  public  lands  to  the  several 
States  and  Territories  which  may  provide 
colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  and 
the  mechanic  arts,’  approved  July  2,  1862,  as 
amended  and  supplemented  (7  U.S.C.  301- 
328),  there  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  annually,  out  of  any  money  in  the 
Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the 
following  amounts: 

“(a)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  and 
for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $7,650,000;  and 

“(b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act,  and 
for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $4,300,000. 

“The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of 
paragraph  (a)  shall  be  paid  annually  to  the 
several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in  equal 
shares.  The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance 
of  paragraph  (b)  shall  be  in  addition  to  sums 
appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a) 
and  shall  be  allotted  and  paid  annually  to 
each  of  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in 
the  proportion  to  which  the  total  population 
of  each  State  and  Puerto  Rico  bears  to  the 
total  population  of  all  the  States  and  Puerto 
Rico  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding 
decennial  census.  Sums  appropriated  in  pur¬ 
suance  of  this  section  shall  be  in  addition 
to  sums  appropriated  or  authorized  under 
such  Act  of  July  2,  1862,  as  amended  and 
supplemented,  and  shall  be  applied  only  for 
the  purposes  of  the  colleges  defined  in  such 
Act,  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The 
provisions  of  law  applicable  to  the  use  and 
payment  of  sums  under  the  Act  entitled  ‘An 
Act  to  apply  a  partion  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
public  lands  to  the  more  complete  endow¬ 
ment  and  support  of  the  colleges  for  the 
benefit  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts 
established  under  the  provisions  of  an  Act 
of  Congress  approved  July  2,  1862,’  approved 
August  30,  1890,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented,  shall  apply  to  the  use  and  payment 
of  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this 
section.” 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 

A  similar  House  bill  (H.R.  10876)  was 

laid  on  the  table.  / 

'"V *  1  ■■■■'■■  »■  /  -■  ' 


PAYMENT  OP  RELOCATION  ALLOW¬ 
ANCE  BY  FEDERAL  AVIATION 

AGENCY  / 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  direction  c/the  Committee  on  Rules, 

I  call  up  House  Resolution  558  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows/ 

Resolbed,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the/House  resolve  itself  into  the  Commit- 
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tee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
2467)  to  amend  the  Act  of  September  7, 
1950,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  reimburse  owners  and  tenants  of 
lands  acquired  for  Chantilly  Airport  for 
their  moving  expenses.  After  general  de¬ 
bate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill, 
and  shall  continue  not  to  exceed  one  hour, 
to  be  equally  divided  and  controUed  by  the 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the 
conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered 
as  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments 
thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 
motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  THORNBERRY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con¬ 
sume,  after  which  I  yield  30  minutes  to 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Allen]. 

Mr.  Speaker,  House  Resolution  558 
provides  for  consideration  of  H.R.  2467, 
a\ill  to  amend  the  act  of  September  7, 
1958,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  to  reimburse  owners  and  tenants 
of  lands  acquired  for  Chantilly  Airport, 
for  theikmoving  expenses.  The  resolu/ 
tion  provides  for  an  open  rule  wit/  1 
hour  of  general  debate.  / 

H.R.  2467, \s  amended,  would  provide 
what  could  beStermed  a  “relocation  al¬ 
lowance”  to  reimburse  the  owners  and 
tenants  of  land  Heretofore  ojr  hereafter 
acquired  for  the  united  Spates  by  the 
Administrator  of  thV.  Federal  Aviation 
Agency  for  expenses  and/other  losses  in¬ 
curred  by  such  person«Mn  the  process 
and  as  a  direct  resuhr  of\noving  them¬ 
selves,  their  families/and  possessions  be¬ 
cause  of  such  acaoisition  orsland. 

The  Administrator  would  b\  author¬ 
ized,  to  the  extent  administratively  de¬ 
termined  to  be  fair  and  reasonable,  un¬ 
der  regulations  prescribed  by  him.  to 
reimburse/the  owners  and  tenants  \or 
moving  costs  and  other  losses.  The  totM 
of  such  reimbursement  would  in  nos 
event/exceed  25  percent  of  the  fair  value 
of  /ch  parcel  of  land  as  determined  by 
th 6  Administrator.  Further,  no  pay- 
ulent  would  be  made  unless  an  applica¬ 
tion  therefor,  supported  by  an  itemized 
statement  of  the  expenses,  losses,  and 
damages  so  incurred,  is  submitted  to  the 
Administrator  within  1  year  following 
the  date  of  such  acquisition  or  within  1 
year  following  the  date  that  the  prop¬ 
erty  is  vacated  by  the  applicant,  which¬ 
ever  date  is  later;  except  that  in  the 
case  of  land  acquired  on  or  after  July  1, 
1958,  and  before  the  date  of  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  this  legislation,  the  application 
Jfor  reimbursement  may  be  made  within 
1  year  following  the  date  the  property 
is  vacated  by  the  applicant  or  within  1 
year  following  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  legislation,  whichever  date  is 
later. 

In  fairness  to  those  persons  forced  to 
move  to  make  way  for  the  new  airport 
for  the  Washington  area,  provision 
should  be  made  to  reimburse  them  for 
their  moving  expenses  under  the  terms 
of  the  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  adoption  of  House 
Resolution  558. 


Mr.  ALLEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
requests  for  time. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the, 
gentleman  yield?  / 

Mr.  ALLEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa.  / 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
think  this  will  be  something  of  sy  prece¬ 
dent?  / 

Mr.  ALLEN.  Personally,  i/m  willing 
to  wait  and  hear  all  those  who  held  hear¬ 
ings  on  this  bill.  This  is  inerely  on  the 
adoption  of  the  rule.  / 

Mr.  THORNBERRY/  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER/ The  question  is  on 
the  resolution.  / 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table.  / 

Mr.  WIT /t  AMS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the/House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Commi/ee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State /f  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  2467)  to  amend  the  act 
of/September  7,  1950,  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  to  reimburse 
/wners  and  tenants  of  lands  acquired 
for  Chantilly  Airport  for  their  moving 
expenses. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  bill  H.R.  2467  with  Mr. 
Thompson  of  Texas  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection, 
the  first  reading  of  the  bill  will  be  dis¬ 
pensed  with. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled.  That  section 
N)  of  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  to  authorize  the 
construction,  protection,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  a  public  airport  in  or  in  the 
vicirVTty  of  the  District  of  Columbia”,  ap- 
proveJk September  7,  1950  (64  Stat.  770),  is 
amended  (1)  by  inserting  “(a)”  immediately 
after  “SeO,  3.”;  and  (2)  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  tnk  following  new  subsection: 

“(b)  TheNsecretary  is  authorized,  to  the 
extent  administratively  determined  to  be  fair 
and  reasonableVinder  regulations  prescribed 
by  him,  to  reimburse  the  owners  and  tenants 
of  land  heretofore^  or  hereafter  acquired  in 
connection  with  th\  airport  at  Chantilly,  in 
Fairfax  County,  Virginia,  for  expenses  and 
other  losses  and  damages  incurred  by  such 
owners  and  tenants,  respectively,  in  the 
process  and  as  a  direct  result  of  the  moving 
of  themselves  and  their  fanUlies  and  posses¬ 
sions  because  of  such  acquisition  of  land, 
which  reimbursement  shall  be  In  addition  to, 
but  not  in  duplication  of,  any  payments  in 
respect  of  such  acquisition  as  maVotherwise 
be  authorized  by  law.  The  totaXof  such 
reimbursement  to  the  owners  and  tenants  of 
any  parcel  of  land  shall  in  no  event\xceed 
25  per  centum  of  the  fair  value  of  such  parcel 
of  land  as  determined  by  the  Secretary.  >No 
payment  in  reimbursement  shall  be  made 
unless  application  therefor,  supported  by  an\ 
itemized  statement  of  the  expenses,  losses, 
and  damages  so  incurred,  shall  have  been 
submitted  to  the  Secretary  within  one  year 
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Public  Law  86-658 
86th  Congress,  S.  3450 
July  14,  I960 


AN  ACT 


74  STAT.  525. 


To  amend  section  22  (relating  to  the  endowment  and  support  of  colleges  of 
agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts )  of  the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  to  increase  the 
authorized  appropriation  for  resident  teaching  grants  to  land-grant  institu¬ 
tions. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Ilou.se  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  section  22  of  Agriculture  and 
the  Act  of  June  29,  1935,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  329),  is  amended  to  mechanic  arts 
read  as  follows :  colleges. 

“Sec.  22.  In  order  to  provide  for  the  more  complete  endowment  49  stat.  439. 
and  support  of  the  colleges  in  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  en¬ 
titled  to  the  benefits  of  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  donating  public  lands 
to  the  several  States  and  Territories  which  may  provide  colleges  for 
the  benefit  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts,’  approved  July  2, 

1862,  as  amended  and  supplemented  (7  U.S.C.  301-328),  there  are  12  stat.  503. 
hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  annually,  out  of  any  money  in 
the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  the  following  amounts: 

“(a)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $7,650,000;  and 
“(b)  For  the  first  fiscal  year  beginning  after  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act,  and  for  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  $4,300,000. 

“The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  shall  be 
paid  annually  to  the  several  States  and  Puerto  Rico  in  equal  shares. 

The  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (b)  shall  be  in 
addition  to  sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  paragraph  (a)  and 
shall  be  allotted  and  paid  annually  to  each  of  the  several  States  and 
Puerto  Rico  in  the  proportion  to  which  the  total  population  of  each 
State  and  Puerto  Rico  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States 
and  Puerto  Rico  as  determined  by  the  last  preceding  decennial  census. 

Sums  appropriated  in  pursuance  of  this  section  shall  be  in  addition 
to  sums  appropriated  or  authorized  under  such  Act  of  July  2,  1862, 
as  amended  and  supplemented,  and  shall  be  applied  only  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  colleges  defined  in  such  Act,  as  amended  and  supple¬ 
mented.  The  provisions  of  law  applicable  to  the  use  and  payment  of 
sums  under  the  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  apply  a  portion  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  public  lands  to  the  more  complete  endowment  and  support  of 
the  colleges  for  the  benefit  of  agriculture  and  the  mechanic  arts 
established  under  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Congress  approved 
July  2,  1862,’  approved  August  30,  1890,  as  amended  and  supple-  26  stat.  4X7. 
mented,  shall  apply  to  the  use  and  payment  of  sums  appropriated  in  7  use  321-326, 
pursuance  of  this  section.”  328. 

Approved  July  14,  I960. 
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